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ABSTRACT
Studies in Computer-Mediated Communication (CMC) have shown that this form of
communication has the potential of providing opportunities for ESL learners to actively
participate in communication using the target language, to notice interlanguage gaps in their
language production, and to negotiate meaning through the use of interactional modifications
(IMs). The use of certain types of communication tasks also seems to play an important role
in how to increase the quantity and quality of interactions among learners. Such a role is
believed to affect the effectiveness of language acquisition.
This study investigates two different communicative language tasks, a jigsaw task
and a decision-making task, that are believed to facilitate language acquisition, and how the
difference in taskmay generatedifferentfrequency and type of IMs. Twenty-eight college
level Indonesian non-nativespeakers (NNSs) of Englishassignedto fourteen dyads
interacted in two 60-minute Internet chatting sessions. The occurrences of IMs in the session
transcripts were analyzed. A post-task questionnairewas used to find out subjects' motives
and factors of IM production.
The findings suggest that the jigsaw task provides the opportunityfor the subjects to
generate more word production and the decision-making task generates more total turn
production than the jigsaw task. Results suggest that there is a statistically significant
difference between the two tasks in generating IMs in each dyad. Theanswers in thepost-
task questionnaire reveal that the need for understanding was an instrumental factor in the
subjects' decision to produce anIM, followed by the time dedicated to doing thetasks and
the medium.
IX
The study also explores the effect of technology on the subjects' strategies in
understanding their partner's message and accomplishing the tasks and how it affects their
identity's projection and their expression of disagreements. The CMC environment also
provides the subjects an opportunity to focus on form, offers a less threatening environment
to practice their English, and exposes them to variety in the English used by native speakers
of English or non-native speakers from other countries.
CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION
Background
I enjoyed teaching Enghsh to my students in the English Department of Satya
Wacana Christian University (SWCU), Salatiga, Indonesia, and I continually looked for ways
to make the speaking courses that I taught more enjoyable and interesting for my students. I
I
believe that making the course more authentic and relevant to my students* real interests will
contribute to the success of their learning. Any methods that engage student interests in
learning English are worth applying in my class.
At the same time, I am fond of chatting on the internet and I find that the technology
provides an interesting and fun environment for me to communicate with others, not only in
Indonesia but in other places all over the globe.With the spread of internet cafes in Salatiga,
I observed that quite a number of students shared my passion in communicating via intemet
chatting and they occupied the personalcomputers of the intemet cafes duringtheir spare
time to hook themselves up to the virtual world in order to communicate via various chatting
software. SWCU noticed the business andeducation potentials of the intemet so they
established an intemetcafe on campus in 2002. Soon, the spotbecame a popularhangout
place for students between classes.
Based on my observation of students' interest in communicating via the intemet, I am
intrigued with the possibility of applying the technology tomyclass. There are twoparticular
issues that I consider to be important before applying the technology in the class; (1)does the
technology have the potentials for language acquisition, and (2) if so, whatare someeffective
ways to apply the technologyto achievea high level of acquisition?
Rationale
To answer these two questions, I refer to some of the studies conducted in the field of
Second/Foreign Language Acquisition (SLA) and Computer-Mediated Communication
(CMC). The positive influence of interactions to facilitate second language acquisition in
non-CMC setting has been widely discussed. Long (1996) proposed the "Interaction
Hypothesis" which states that negotiations of meaning that trigger interactional modifications
can facilitate acquisition. These interactional modifications do so by intertwining "input,
internal learners capacities, particularly selective attention, and output in productive ways" (p.
452). A study by Gass and Varonis (1985) also concludes that speech modifications made by
the non-native speakers (NNSs) in their interaction either with native speakers (NSs) or other
NNSs facilitate language acquisition. They argue that when the NNS' conversation partners
provide signals to individual NNSs that they do not understand the message conveyed, the
NNSs notice that their previous output production was incomprehensible and they need to
make necessary language modifications in order to make the output comprehensible to their
conversation partners. In this case, the study suggests that both comprehensible input and the
opportunity for NNSs to make their message comprehensible to their conversation partner
facilitate acquisition. Anothersuggestion madeby this study is that NNS-NNS dyads"offer
NNSs the greatest opportunityto receivecomprehensible input and producecomprehensible
output throughnegotiation." (p. 161).The positive influenceof such negotiationof meaning
in interactions has also been reportedby Swain (1985) in her study of grammatical
acquisition through negotiation ofmeaning andSmith (2004) withhis studyof the
relationship between lexical item acquisition and interactionalmodifications.
In recent years, the growth of the internet and the availability of various computer
programs that facilitate online communication have been utilized to facilitate language
production of second/foreign language learners. Studies on Computer-Mediated
Communication (CMC) (Blake, 2000; Femandez-Garcia & Martinez-Arbelaiz, 2002;
Freiermuth, 2001; Kitade, 2000; Lee, 2002; Smith, 2004; Tudini, 2003) show that this form
of communication has the potential of providing opportunities forESL learners to actively
participate in communication using the target language, to notice interlanguage gaps in their
language production, and to negotiate meaning. The studies also indicate that these results
have a positive influence on the acquisition of the target language. In addition to the types of
negotiation ofmeaning or interactional modifications that the learners use, the use of certain
types of communication tasks seem to play an important role in how to increase the quantity
and quality of interactions among learners. Such a role is believed to affect the effectiveness
of language acquisition. Studiesby Gass andVaronis (1985) andPica, Kanagy andFalodun
(1993) are two studies that specifically address theissue of tasktypeselection and its effects
on the production of negotiation of meaning/interactional modifications between
interlocutors.
Gass and Selinker (2001) identified several forms of non-CMC interactional
modifications, i.e. confirmation checks, comprehension checks, and clarification requests.
Other studies on interactional modifications in non-CMC and CMC expanded this list of
modifications to other forms such ascollaborative checks, referential questions, expressive
questions, rhetorical questions, total questions, andsubject questions (Duff, 1986); overt
indications ofunderstanding, agreement, and disagreement, as well as recasts (Kotter, 2003);
request forhelp, self-correction, LI use, topic shift, use ofapproximation, and keyboard
symbols as discourse markers (Lee, 2002).
In addition to providing L2 practice, the internet also provides opportunities for the
learners to expand the use of the target language outside the classroom setting and connects
them with either native speakers or other non-native speakers learning the target language.
This real life setting enables the learners to practice the production of authentic language. It
has been noted that although many Indonesians receive many years of formal English
instruction in junior and senior high school, there is very little opportunity for them to
comprehend or produce the language as it is used in day-to-day or academic situations.
Students compensate for this lack of opportunity either by gaining exposure themselves to
television programs and books in English, going abroad, or inviting native speakers of
English to class. Unfortunately, due to the high cost of conducting these activities, the
majority of students cannot experience these activities, unless they are financially fortunate.
The internet accessible through the internet cafes in various cities in Indonesia creates an
opportunity for students to communicate with the rest of the world using international
languages like English. The cost of an hour usage of internet connection at an internet caf^ is
considered quite affordable by Asia-PacificDevelopment Information Programme (or
APDIP, a section of UnitedNations' Development Programme) ranging from 30 cents to
oneUSD per hour. It is not surprisingthat theAPDIPICT countryprofile for Indonesiain
2002reported that70%-80% of internet access in Indonesia is connected through the
country's 1,500 internet cafes. This trend gives positive hope forhow theinternet can expand
thescope ofEnglish learning within and outside of theclassroom setting. Teachers then have
the opportunity to assign the students tasks thatcanbe accomplished within andoutside of
the classroom either with their fellow classmates orwith native speakers ofEnglish.
With the positive results of studies on the effect of CMC interactions on'L2
production as well as the growth and popularity ofinternet usage inIndonesia, the proposed
studywill focus on the comparison of certaincommunication tasks for interactional
modifications which have been shown to promote L2 acquisition. The focus of this studywill
be on the comparison of two L2 communication tasks which have been studied previously,
namely jigsaw and decision-making tasks. In particular, the study will be conducted on NNS-
NNS dyad interactions between Indonesian students studyingEnglish as a foreign language.
The selection of this Indonesian setting is intentional, as I expect to focus on the benefits of
CALL for pedagogical purposes in Indonesia. It is my hope that by focusing on certain
aspects of interactional modifications, communication tasks and dyad combination, this
thesis may contribute some ideas of how to make use of the internet technology to
supplement and expand the face-to-face classroom communication materials to authentic
day-to-day Enghsh in Indonesia.
Research Questions
In order to explore the use of interactionalmodifications and their use in certain types
of communication tasks in internet chatting, the study is going to focus on the following
research questions:
1. What is the frequency of each interactional modification used by subjects
when engaged in the jigsaw and decision-making tasks in synchronous CMC?
2. Do the different task types (jigsaw vs. decision-making task) generate
differentfrequencies for the interactional modification.types?
3. What are the motives behind the interactional modifications used? What are
the factors involved the use of different interactional modifications?
Organization of this Thesis
This thesis is divided into five chapters, comprising (1) the introduction, (2) literature
review, (3) themethodology of the study, (4) the findings/results of the studyas well as (5)
the conclusions andpossible future research. In Chapter 2,1 will review and summarize
prominent studies in interactional modifications, communication tasks, and CMC. Chapter 3
will detail the methodology of this study, including the participants, procedures, data
collectiontools and analysisutilized in the study. The results/findings of the data collection
will be presented and discussed in Chapter 4, while in Chapter 5 I will draw some
conclusions based on the findings in the previous chapter. Some suggestions for future
research and implications of the study to classroom applications will also be offered in
Chapter 5.
CHAPTER 2. LITERATURE REVIEW
In this chapter, I will give an overview of the research in the area of the use of
communicative tasks in the Computer-Mediated Communication (CMC)environment. The
first part of this chapter will take a closer look at the process of negotiation of meaning; in
the second part is a review of previous studies in interaction both in CMC and non-CMC
environments; including a description of the communication tasks used in such interaction in
both environments.
Process of Negotiation ofMeaning
The process of negotiation of meaning starts when there is a communication blockage
in an interaction between two interlocutors. When one interlocutor poses a question, or
comment, or gives a look, indicating that s/he does not understand the other interlocutor's
previous message, it implies that the other interlocutor has not successfully conveyed his/her
message, and a communication blockage has occurred. The other interlocutor, in response to
this blockage, may choose several different types of interactional modifications to make
his/her message more comprehensible to his/her interaction partner.
Gass and Varonis (1982,1985) proposed a model of negotiation of meaning to
describe the process. There are four components in the model: a Trigger (T), an Indicator (I),
a Response (R) and a Reaction to the Response (RR). A Trigger evokes incomplete
understanding in something said by interlocutor 1 and provokes the other interlocutor,
interlocutor 2, to respond with an Indicator, signalingnon-understanding.This indicator
prompts interlocutor 1 to provide a Response that serves as an attemptto repair/modify the
problematic input. Interlocutor 2 mayreactbyproviding a Reaction toResponse, which can
either be an acceptance of the modifiedinput or a difficulty in understanding themodified
input. The following example illustrates the model of negotiation of meaning:
(2-1) NNSl: My father is now retire (T)
NNS2: retire? (I)
NNSl: yes (R)
NNS2: oh yeah (RR)
(Gass & Varonis, 1985, p. 151)
This model was specifically designed for describing the interaction in NNS-NNS
discourse and such process is argued to provide the NNSs with a less-threatening
environment which allows the interlocutors to ask for clarifications to other's problematic
utterances.
The positive influence of interaction in facilitating second language acquisition in
non-CMC settings has been widely discussed. Long (1996; in Gass and Selinker, 2001, p.
294) proposed the idea of the Interaction Hypothesis in which negotiation of meaning that
triggers interactional modifications facilitates acquisition in a way that it intertwines "input,
internal learners capacities, particularly selective attention, and output in productive ways".
Pica (1994) in her article in reviewing Long's studies andotherstudies on the relationship
between negotiation as a particular wayofmodifying interaction andSLA, is supportive of
Long's position that negotiationcanmakeinputmore comprehensible for learners, help them
modify their own output, and provideopportunities for them to edit theirL2 production,
particularly in the form and meaning (p. 520)
In terms of the use of interaction by non-native speakers of English, a study by Gass
and Varonis (1985) concludes that speechmodificationsmade by the non-native speakers
(NNSs) in their interaction either with native speakers (NSs) or other NNSs facilitate
language acquisition. They argue thatwhen theNNSs' conversation partners providesignals
to individual NNSs that they do not understand the message conveyed, the NNSs notice that
their previous output production was incomprehensible and they need to make necessary
language modifications in order to make the output comprehensible to their conversation
partners. In this case, the study suggests that both comprehensible input and opportunity for
NNSs to make their message comprehensible to their conversation partner facilitate
acquisition. Another suggestion made by this study is that NNS-NNS dyads "offer NNSs the
greatest opportunity to receive comprehensible input and produce comprehensible output
through negotiation." (p. 161). Swain (1985) in her study of the grammatical acquisition
through'negotiation ofmeaning and Smith (2004) with his study of the relationship between
lexical item acquisition and interactional modifications have also reported the positive
influence of such negotiation of meaning in interactions.
Previous Studies of Interactional Modifications in Non Computer-Mediated
Communication (CMC) Environment
Categorization ofInteractional Modifications
Gass and Selinker (2001) listed three forms of interactional modifications which
Long (1980; in Gass and Selinker,2001) found to be used in conversations involvingNNSs.
Comparedto the use of these forms in NS-NS discourse, they observedthat these forms "did
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not appear in significantdegreewhenonlyNSs wereinvolved" (p. 274). These three forms
are confirmation check, clarification request, and comprehension check. Examples of each,
marked in bold, are presented in (2-2), (2-3) and (2-4) as follows:
(2-2) Confirmation check
NNSl: When can you go to visit me?
NNS2: Visit?
(2-3) Clarification request
NNSl:... research.
NNS2: Research, I don't know the meaning.
(2-4) Comprehension check
NNS: I was bom in Nagasaki. Do you know Nagasaki?
(Gass and Selinker, 2001, p. 274)
In addition to these forms of interactional modifications. Long (1981) noticed other
ways of overcoming problems during interaction. Upon reviewing several previous studies in
interaction between NS-NNS and the comparison of such interaction with interaction
between NS-NS, he found several processes of fixing conversational trouble, particularly
obseWed in NS. Compared to NS-NS, he found that NSs will likely simplify and shorten the
conversation topics when they need to communicate with NNS. They will tend to drop a
topic altogether when communication breakdown occurs. In the effort to lighten the burden
of interaction for the NNS in NS-NNS interaction and to maintain conversation, he also
suggests that the NS asks lots of questions, gives imperatives and uses many of the
clarification devices to follow up the misunderstanding. Repetition, restatement and
decomposition of topics into several sub-topics is also one of the strategies that NS uses,
according to Long to assist the NNS in the process of communication.
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Findings ofPrevious Studies
The work of Varonis and Gass (1982) is among the first that investigated interactions
in different conversation discourses - between NS/NS, NS/NNS, and NNS/NNS. Ttiis study
is also instrumental in providing support that conversational interactions contribute to the
process of acquiring second language. The study deals with the issue of how discourses
generate distinct forms of conversation and how different discourses affect the amount of
negotiation of meaning. They examined the conversations of fourteen dyads of NNS-NNS,
four dyads of NS-NNS, and four dyads of NS-NS for instances of non-understanding. Their
results suggest that NNS-NNS discourse allows the interlocutors to generate a higher
frequency of negotiation of meaning than the NS-NS does. The results also enabled them to
suggest a model of negotiation of meaning which typically occurs in NNS-NNS discourse.
As described in the previous section of this chapter in the process of negotiation of meaning,
this model involves four components, namely Trigger, Indicator, Response and Reaction of
Response, and with such routine, NNSs are involved in a less-threatening environment which
provides an opportunity for them to ask for clarifications to other's problematic utterances.
Such environment also enables NNSs to combine input, theirinternal capacity, particularly
selective attention and output in a enriching environment. This result led them to conclude
that that typeof interaction allows the process of second language acquisition to takeplace in
NNSs.
The follow-up studythat Gass andVaronis (1985) conducted investigated further the
interaction between NNS-NNS in different tasks, particularly withregard to the direction of
theinformation flow. This study is particularly relevant tomystudy because theformer study
specifically investigated the interactions among NNSs, thedomain thatcurrent smdy focuses
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on. Gass and Varonis set about examining and comparing the exchanges of nine NNS
speakers in two types of interactions, i.e. a one-way and a two-waytask,, to determine
whether the different nature of the tasks had an impact on the amount of negotiation of
meaning among the interlocutors. They defined a one-way task as an interaction which
involves the giving of information from only one interlocutor to the other, and a two-way
task as an interaction in which both interlocutors have information which must be shared in
order to complete a given task. Using nine NNS subjects, they found that two-way tasks
generally produce more negotiations than one-way tasks, although they did specify that this
difference is not significant. They also found that task familiarity is an important issue as
they observed that when the subjects were exposed to the second task, they were accustomed
already with the partners and hence lessened the frequency of negotiation.
Another study involving different type of tasks is the study ofDuff (1986), which
compares the interactions of NNSs in the tasks which differ in terms of whether the
communication goal is convergent or divergent. The communication goal is considered as
convergent when the interlocutors in the task have a shared goal of reaching a mutually
acceptable solution. When the interlocutors in the task have independent goals or when they
are not expected to have only one solution to the task, such a task is considered as having a
divergentcommunication goal. In the study, she assigned problem-solving (convergent) and
debate (divergent) tasks to four NNSdyads and found that the problem-solving task
generates greater frequency of clarification of meaning ^d allows more opportunities for
negotiation of input. She also suggested that the two tasks foster learners' independence
(because they allow learners to workon their own) andmay be tailored to different learners'
interests and needs, particularly in intermediate and advanced levels.
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In sum, all the above studies seem to support the positive influence of negotiation of
meaning and interactional modifications to the process of second language acquisition. The
results also point out the importance of selecting appropriate communication tasks that allow
leamers to produce more interactional modifications.
Previous Studies in Interactional Modifications in Computer-Mediated Communication
Enviromnent
Adaptation in the Categorization ofInteractional Modifications
In the CMC environment, Lee (2002) explores the types of modification devices
found in the discourse of 34 NNSs of Spanish when they were interacting in a synchronous
CMC. The study also compares the types of interactionalmodifications (IM) in CMC
environment with the ones in non-CMC environment. The result of her study, which is the
categorization of modification devices used in CMC environment, is presented in Table 2.1.
The result of the study also shows that the participants of the study used communication
devices similar to those observed during face-to-face communication in previous studies.
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Table 2.1. Categorization of Interactional Modifications in Lee's (2002) Study
Type of Definition Example*
modincation
device
1. Comprehension To make sure the message A: Do you understand me?
check is understood
2. Confirmation To repeat parts of the A: Bird? You mean "turkey"
check statement to ensure the
understanding
B: Yes, "turkey"
3. Clarification To express confusion or A: I don't understand.
check ask for help due to
unfamiliar words or
incomprehensible message
Which one? I'm confused.
4. Request for help To request information for
unknown lexical items or
expressions
A: How do you say
"freedom" in Spanish?
5. Self correction To correct errors made on
lexical items or
grammatical structure
A: Who paid for the story
(el cuento)?
B: The story?
A: No, it should be "the
bill" (la cuenta) I'm sorry.
6. Use of English To use English to
substitute words or ideas in
Spanish
A: El hombre "moved" a
otro pais (The man moved
to another country)
*Theexamples were originally inEnglish. If presented in Spanish, theEnglish translation
is presented between brackets.
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Table 2.1. (continued)
7. Topic shift To give up the topic and
switch to a new one due to
lack of interest or
unfamiliarity with the topic
A: I don't know. I don't
understand. Let's talk about
the second reading.
8. Use of
approximation
To generalize the words A: "pajaro" (bird) = "pavo"
(turkey)
9. Use of keybpard To signal for uncertainty or A: ????
symbols as To confirm an idea or Or
discourse agreement A:©!!!
markers
(Lee, 2002, p. 279)
A more recent study that also presents a categorization of interactional modifications
is the work of Kotter (2003). In his study, Kotter created a collaborative project in which 14
leamers of English and 15 learners of Germanworked in groups to complete the project by
communicating in synchronous CMC environment. One of the results of his study is the
development of a "more coherent classificatory system" of interactional modifications based
on previous work in the field of interaction. Table 2,2 presents his classification system.
With this classification system, Kotter tackles the problemof overlapping definitions
of "clarificationrequests" and "requests" in Lee's (2002) study and provides a clearer
distinction among each category because it defines clearly each interactional modification
and provides examples taken from the actual conversation of his subjects.
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Table 2.2. Categorization of IM in Kotter's (2003) Study
Confirmation A speaker's attempt to confirm thathe has understood an utterance via
check the (partial) paraphrase (asopposed to repetition; seebelow) of this
turn, which can simply be answered with Yes or No.
Example*:
Nina says, Aber ihr muesstkeineArbeit schreiben, in der ihr die
Arbeit im MOO analysiert, sondem nur das Projekt vorstellen?
Verstehe ich das richtig? [But you don't have to write an Essay where
you have to analyzeinMOO, onlypresent the project?Do I
understand that correctly?]
Kim [to Nina]: ja wir mussen die Arbeit im Moo analysieren [Yes, we
must analyze the essay in MOO]
Clarification An explicit demand for an elaboration or a reformulation of an idea,
Request which "require[s] a rerun of the troublesome utterance" in question
(Aston, 1986, p. 136).
Example:
Hasko [to Jerry]: Did you mean students or pupils?
Hasko [to Jerry]: Or is it the same?
Jerry [to Hasko]: per pupil, for now.
Comprehension
Check
A speaker's attempt to prompt another speaker to acknowledge that he
has understood a particular utterance (Mitchell & Myles, 1998, p. 129)
Example:
Sonja [to Joanne]: [...] Do you know what a "Auflauf is?
Joanne [to Sonja]: No
Sonja [to Joanne]: It's something like a gratin. Do you understand it?
* Some of the original examples were in German. English translation is provided between
brackets. The modifications are presented in italic, bold font face.
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Table 2.2. (continued)
Recast (implicit
error correction)
A form-focused partner-related target-like reformulation of all or part
of an incorrect utterance (Long, 1996, p. 434; Lyster & Ranta, 1997,
p. 46)
Example:
Lee: ich binjrustreirend mit dem Moo [lamfrustrate with the MOO]
Lee: you guys need to just come over
Dirk: Ehrlich? Seid ihrfrustriert? [Really? You guys sa^frustratedl]
(notice the wrong form of 'frustrated' that,Lee used)
Overt indication
of understanding
Overt indication that a speaker has understood a particular message.
Example:
Karina: corinna, we don't know what orthography is...
Dirk: spelling
^ ICarina: oh.../s^«.That'snotusedhereatall.
Overt indication
of agreement
Overt indication that a speaker agrees with what his partner said.
Example:
Joanne [to Jack]: Das ist besser! [That is better!]
Joanne [to Jack]: Richtig. [Correct.]
Overt indication
of non-agreement
Overt indication that a speaker does not agree with what his partner
said.
Example:
Uta [to Markus]: das stimmt nicht [that is not right]
(Kotter, 2003, p. 165)
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Findings ofPrevious Studies
There are several studies that were conducted to explore and investigate the nature of
interaction in CMC environment. Table 2.3. summarizes the methodology of those studies in
detail. From the table, we can see that studies have been done on learners of Enghsh and
learners of other languages. The studies had also examined the different discourses of.
interaction - either NS-NNS or NNS-NNS discourse; they have involved various tasks and
have used either synchronous or non-synchronous mode of CMC.
In this table, particular attention is given to some studies which aim to determine
whether learners' activities in the CMC environment provide opportunities for leamers to
engage in meaningful interactions which have been observed to be beneficial in non-CMC
environments as suggested by previous studies.
Kitade (2000) studied the potential benefits of CMC for learning in the internet chat
of 12 Japanese leamers. Among all benefits that she found, the opportunities to interact, to
negotiate meaning and to learn collaboratively are the ones that she suggests provide ideal
conditions for acquiring a second language.
A similar conclusion is also suggested by studies of Femaridez-Garcia and Martinez-
Arbelaiz (2002), Lee (2002), Kotter (2003), Tudini (2003) and Smith (2004), particularly in
the ability of CMC to provide opportunities to engage in a meaningful interaction which is
positive for second language acquisition. In addition to identifying and creating the
categorization of interactional modifications in the CMC environment as presented in Table
2.1 and 2.2, the results of the studiesby Lee (2002) andKotter (2003)confirm the potential
of such interactional modifications to develop learners' language competence. The data in
Lee's studyconfirmed that the useof interactional modifications as interactive strategies
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assists learners to comprehend input and output and she suggested that it might promote L2
learning or help improve learners' language skills. Although the results in Kotter's study did
not allow any firm conclusions about the effects of learners' engagement in negotiation of
meaning on the development of learners' L2 competence, it shows that the abundance of
interactional modifications promoted noticing of their language production during
interactions. The results of his study also show that there is a difference in frequencies of
interactional modifications, possibly due to a number of medium-specific factors. His study
also addresses the benefits of using LI as a strategy to overcome the problem of
communication breakdown.
The results of studies by Kitade (2000) and Tudini (2003) indicate that lexical and
structural difficulties in the learners' interaction trigger most negotiations. The study that
Smith (2004) conductedinvestigatedthe correlation between the negotiated interaction and
lexical acquisition in NNS-NNS discourse within CMC environment and provides more
empirical evidence for a correlation between negotiated interaction and lexical acquisition of
leamers. His data show that throughnegotiated interaction, his subjects retain impressive
short- and middle-term lexical gains on previously unknownwords. He argues that this
finding is particularlysupportive of the claim that interaction in CMCenvironment is capable
of providing an environment for leamers to negotiatemeanings successfully and to make the
leamers' focus on the formof their language production; bothhavepositive effects on the
acquisition of new language.
Although previous studies involving a CMC environment claim that activities in
CMChavethe sameabilityto involve leamers inmeaningful interaction and thuspromote
acquisition of second language as nonCMC environments, a study by Iwasaki andOliver
(2003) questions this claim, particularly with regard to theissue of sufficiency of the amount
24
of negative feedbackprovidedby NS in NS-NNS interaction. Tliis studyparticularlypays
attention to the amount of negative feedback (which includes recasts and negotiation of
meaning) that occurs in activities in CMC environment. The results show that although
negative feedback did occur in CMC and the learners used such feedback to modify their
language output and thus made learners more aware of the form of their language production,
the amount of negative feedback in CMC environment is lower than what occurred in
previous studies based on face-to-face verbal interaction. The study then concludes that it is
still unclear whether the amount of negative feedback that occurs in online interaction is
sufficient for language acquisition.
As all the studies mentioned previously based their comparison with results of
previous studies without actually comparing the two environments of CMC and non-CMC
side-by-side, most of the studies suggest the need to conduct a study that attempts a direct
comparison of interactions in those environments. A pilot study by Salaberry (2000), which
compares the L2 morphosyntactic development of four NNSs, is one of those attempts. In the
study, he investigated the use of Spanish past tense markers in a written cloze test and in an
informal synchronous CMC. The results suggest four findings: (1) the first signs of change in
the developmental stages of morphosyntactic development were more clearly identified in
the CMC environment, probably due to the ability of CMC interaction to present the form in
a more salient way; (2) that both environments enable the interlocutors to do beneficial
scaffolding activity; and (3) that the CMCsettingprovides a more innovativeway to analyze
L2 discoursedata. However, it shouldbe noted that the study is orientedto identifying
factors and testingmethods in order to be able to conducta larger scale research;
nevertheless, it provides a useful insight into the comparison of both environments and how
theycompare in providing a conducive environment for learners to acquire new language.
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Communication Tasks in CMC and Non-CMC Environments
Tasks That Promote Interaction Modifications
In the non-CMC environment, Pica, Kanagy, and Falodun (1993) review some
empirical studies, on the different communication tasks thathave shown a significant role in
promoting interaction among learners based on their features andsuggest how different tasks
can be used for research and teachingpurposes. In termsof pedagogical purposes, basedon
different features of tasks, the different tasks can be selected for more effective language
learning for certain learners, situations, and certain leaming goals. In terms of research
purposes, different tasks can be used to gain samples and evidence of certain language
production features to promote interaction, which in the end supports second language
acquisition.
In order for a task to provide greater opportunities for exposure to input
comprehension, feedback and interactional modifications, the task needs to meet one of the
conditions that Pica et al. (1993) suggest, these conditions are based on the relationship
between the interlocutors in the interaction, the requirement of interaction, the goal of the
interaction and the option for task outcome. The conditions are:
1. Each interlocutor hold a different portion of information which must be interchanged
and modified in order to reach the task outcome
2. Both interlocutors are required to request and supply this information to each other
3. The goal of the interaction is the same (convergent) for both interlocutors
4. Only one acceptable outcome is possible from their attempts to meet this goal.
(Pica et al., 1993, p. 17)
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Based on the relationship between interlocutors and the requirements for
communicating the information to achieve the goalsof the task, they also categorize
communication tasks into five types, i.e. jigsaw, information-gap, problem solving, decision-
making, andopinion exchange tasks. Table2.4 presents the categorization of the task types.
In the table, the relationship between interlocutors is further broken down into the roleof the
interlocutor as the holder, the requester or the supplier of information and their relationship.
The interlocutors are labeled either as X or Y. The other three categories encompass the
requirement for interaction in the task: whetherinteraction is required (+) or not to meet the
goal of the task;, the orientation of the goal or whetherthe interlocutors share the same goal
(-1- convergent) or not; and the possible outcome generated from the task or whether it is
possible for the interlocutors to have one (1) or more outcomes (1+) at the completion of the
task.
As shown in Table 2.4, a task is considered as a jigsaw task when both interlocutors
hold different information, both interlocutors have the role of information requester and
supplier and the process of requesting and supplying information is two- way (both X to Y
and Y to X). Interaction in jigsaw task is absolutely necessary (+ required to accomplish the
task, with both interlocutors having the same goal of interaction (-1- convergent) and the
outcome of the task is only 1.
A task is considered as an information gap when only one of the interlocutors holds
the information (X or Y). The role of each interlocutor is fixed, one interlocutor holds the
information and the other requests the information. With regard to interaction requirement,
goal orientation and outcome options, this task is the same with jigsaw task.
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In the case of problem-solving, decision-making andopinion-exchange, both
interlocutors have the same information and both of them can play the role of requester and
supplier of information. In these types of task, interaction is notrequired to accomplish the
goal of the task. Each of them can reach the goal of the task without
asking other interlocutor's information. The difference among these types is in the goal of the
interaction. In problem-solving and decision-making tasks,both interlocutors have the same
goal, for instance finding one solution to a problem (problem-solving) or decide whether to
choose one solution or another solution (decision-making), whereas in opinion-exchange task,
they may have different goal based on their opinion on the
problem. These types of tasks also differ in the expected outcome of the task. In problem-
solving task, there is only one possible outcome, i.e. one possible solution. In decision-
making task, there may be more than one solution that they can choose. In opinion-exchange,
they may opt to choose many outcomes and it is possible to reach no solution at all.
Using this table, they illustrate that each task has a different level of effectiveness in
providing learners with environments and activities in which they can collaborate toward
comprehension, feedback and interlanguage modifications. By changing one of the elements
in the category, teachers can adjust the level of effectiveness in providing opportunities for
students to interact in seeking comprehensible input and modify their output for
communication according to the needs of the learners in learning and the classroom situation.
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Significance ofCommunication Task Comparison
Pica et al. (1993) advocate andhope that the explanation and clarification of task
features into analyticalcategories will assist teachers in choosingmore efficient tasks for
language learning. For researchers, they suggest that suchdescription may help researchers to
differentiate among individual tasks and target them toward a variety of research purposes.
Chapelle (2003) argues that the'aim of L2 task research is to explain tasks in such way in
order to help teachers and researchers to select and build tasks that will bring the desired
results when they are used in research studies or in class. The study of task comparison in
this thesis is therefore relevant to pedagogical and research purposes, particularly for those
who are engaged or wish to work in the similar situation studied in this thesis.
Comparison ofTasks in CMC and Non-CMC Environments
Numerous studies in the field of system sciences have been conducted to explore the
difference of technology (computer-mediated communication vs. face to face interaction) in
group work and its effect on task effectiveness. The focus of these studies is mostly related to
the use of Group System Support (GSS) in collaborativeactivities. Group System Support is
defined by Salo & Gustafsson (2004) as the use of a multi-user computer environment that is
designed to support collaborative work.
In their literature review, Abad, Castella, Cuenca and Navarro (2002) identify many
studies that indicate that there are he differences in the processes that groups go through due
to the difference in technology used in the interaction.The main findings of these studies
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suggest that groups that communicate electronically focus more on activities related tothe
taskthangroups thatcommunicate face-to-face, take more time in completing the task, have
more problems to reach a consensus, and have more equality in group member participation
when doing thetask. They also found in the study byMcGrath and Hollingshead (1994) that
technology interacts with the typeof task the group has to carryout. In this study,
computer-supported groups hada higher quality level on ideageneration tasks, whereas face
to face groups had a higherquality levelon intellective andnegotiation tasks. They also
found in the studybyMcGrath andBerdahl (1998) that, as timepasses, the group acquires
experience in the use of themedium, so that thegroup adapts to its objective characteristics
and develops new strategies for carrying out the task.
In terms of strategies used in carrying out the task, Condon and Cech (1996) found
that participants in both the face-to-face and computer-mediateddiscourses seem to depend
on the decision routine and other common routine structures such as adjacency pairs.
Differences between the two discourses occuired primarily in use of discourse management
strategies. The participants in the computer-mediated discourse eliminated unnecessary
elaborations and repetitions and they spent more time on orientation and other managerial
functions. In contrast, participants in the face to face discourse relied on discourse markers
and short orienting phrases to perform much of this work. Their results are also consistent
with those of McGrath and Hollingshead (1994), who found that computer-mediated
communication provides opportunity for participants to focus on more efficient decision-
making.
Another study which compares face to face communication with computer-supported
communication in group work is that of Fjermestad and Hiltz (1998). They summarized and
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analyzed 100 experiments thatcompared theuse ofGSS (computer-mediated communication)
to face to face communication mode. The results suggest that the use of computer-mediated
communication improves decisionquality, depthof analysis, equality of participation and
satisfaction over the face to face method. Consistent to previous studies, in term of tasks,
their conclusion suggests that computer-mediated communication is highly effective in
decision-making type tasks, whereas the face to face method is better suited to idea
generation type tasks.
Comparison ofTasks for SecondLanguage Acquisition in Non-CMC Environment
In a review of previous empirical studies in Second Language Acquisition regarding
communication tasks in language learning classroom. Pica et al. (1993) suggests that
different task types are expected to have different degrees of effectiveness in classroom
language learning. Based on the findings of research focusing on task types, they expect that
"jigsaw and information-gap tasks would provide the greatest opportunity for students to
interact in seeking comprehensible input and modify their output for communication" (p. 31).
Contrasting these types with traditional classroom interaction in which smdents have limited
time to practice speaking, these types of tasks maximize their opportunities to use the target
language through the process of comprehending,negotiating and modifying the information
that they have. These tasks also enable them to use the target language in a more authentic
situation where they are required to communicate and interact to achieve the communication
goal.
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Comparison ofTasksfor SecondLanguage Acquisition in CMCEnvironment
Chapelle (2003) outlines a set of taskfeatures that includes thosefrom Pica et al.
(1993), Skehan and Foster (2001) and additional features that are suggested by research on
technology-based tasks. Using four categories of task aspects: topics and actions, participants,
mode and evaluation, this outline serves as a checklist of task features that need to be
included in the developmentof tasks in future research or classroomimplementation. Table
2.5 describes the task framework in detail.
Based on the review of Pica et al. (1993), two studies in CMC environment compared
the use of certain tasks. Blake (2000), who used jigsaw, information-gap and decision-
making tasks examined the suggestion that jigsaw and information-gap tasks are superior to
other types of tasks. Using 50 NNS students involved in CMC activities, the findings of this
study confirmed the previous study that jigsaw tasks proved superior to other types of tasks
(e.g., information gap, decision-making, opinion tasks) to give a stimulus for the students to
focus on form or to focus on the gaps of their interlanguage production as Pica et al. had
predicted. However, the same cannot be said of information gap tasks.
Contrary to previous studies, the results of a study by Sauro (2001), which compared
the use of two tasks, namely jigsaw and decision-making tasks in 4 NS-NNS dyads, show
that the jigsaw task did not lead to a greater amount of interaction modification. Nevertheless,
this study found from the participants' feedback that the task difficulty, content, the type of
answer expected, and task familiarity contribute to the need for negotiation.
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Keeping in mind theresults ofprevious studies, this thesis aims to determine if there
willbe a difference in the frequency of different types of interactional rriodification produced
in the jigsaw vs. decision-making tasks.
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CHAPTER 3. METHODOLOGY
The motivation behind the writing of this thesis is the feasibility of using interaction
via the computer to supplementlearningin Indonesia. Therefore, the selectionof some
elements in themethodologywas based not onlyon the resultsof previous studies,but also
how such elements can be appHed with ease in Indonesia's classroomsetting. This chapter
will discuss the tasks, the selected categorizationof interactionalmodifications, the software
selected, participants, the key investigators, themethods and the analysisof the data obtained
in this study.
Tasks
The Rationale ofTask Selection
The selection of the two tasks used in this study, i.e. jigsaw task and decision-making
task, is based on the review of communication tasks by Pica, Kanagy, and Falodun (1993)
and two studies in CMC environment by Blake (2000) and Sauro (2001) that compared the
use of certain tasks.
Pica et al. (1993) categorized the communication tasks into five categories, i.e. jigsaw,
information-gap, problem solving, decision-making, and opinion exchange tasks. Although
they found no empirical research that show the effectiveness of these tasks for classroom
language leaming, based on the findings of the research focusing on task types, they expect
that jigsaw and information-gap would provide the greatest opportunity for students to
interact and focus on their input comprehension and output production. With regard to
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decision-making and opinion-exchange tasks, Pica et al. (1993) refer to a study by Duff
(1986) which concluded that decision-making is a more effective task than an opinion-
exchange task, due to the greater number of turns and questions generated during the task. It
is important to note, however, that based on their proposed typology of tasks, Pica et al.
(1993) consider the two tasks that Duff studied as decision-making and opinion-exchange
tasks, although Duff labeled them as problem solving tasks.
A study by Blake (2000) which used jigsaw, information-gap and decision making
tasks, tested the claim by Pica et al. (1993) that jigsaw and information-gap tasks would be
superior in the CMC environment. The findings of this study confirmed the previous study
that jigsaw tasks are more conducivein providing a stimulus for helping the students to pay
attention to the gaps in their interlanguage production compared to other types of tasks (e.g.,
information gap, decision-making, opinion tasks). A studyby Sauro (2001) compared the use
of two tasks, namely jigsaw anddecision making tasks and the results of her study showed
that thejigsaw taskdid not lead to a greater amount of interaction modifications. Contrary to
prior research, the study proved that the dyads considered the decision-making task to be
easier to comprehend and complete than the jigsaw task.
With respect to tasks, this study employs the same type of communication tasks as
Sauro's (2001) study, applied in different chatting software, subjects andchatting
environment. The selection of different chatting software, subjects and chatting environment
is deliberately made with an assumption that such differences maygenerate different results
from previous studies.
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Task Description
The tasks employed in this study were taken from several previous studies, keeping in
mind the characteristics of jigsaw anddecision-making tasks as outlined by Pica et al. (1993):
Table 3.1. Characteristics of Jigsaw and Decision-Making Tasks
Jigsaw Task Decision Making Task
Interlocutors hold different information and
take turns in requesting and supplying
information
Interlocutors hold the same infoiiiiation and
only supply it when requested.
Interlocutors have the same goal Interlocutors have he same goal
Interaction is required to achieve the goal. Interaction is optional to achieve the goal.
Only one possible outcome (for instance,
there is only one possible answer/solution to
the problem posed)
More than one outcome possible (for
instance, there are many possible
solutions/answers to the problem posed)
(Pica et al., 1993)
For the jigsaw task, the activity selected was a Picture Story, very much like that
described by Pica, Lincoln-Potter, Paninos and Linnell (1996). For the decision-making task,
the activity selected was Desert Island from Duff (1986). Both activities correspond to the
characteristics of their task type as outlined by Pica et al. (1993) in Table 3.1.
Jigsaw Task - Picture Story
As described by Pica et al. (1996) the goal of the picture story task is to create a
complete story from a series of pictures in a certain limited period of time. In order to
achieve the goal of creating a complete story, each interlocutor in the dyad is given different
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pictures, each describing an event in the story. There are nine pictures in the story and each
subject got five pictures in a random order, describing different events in thestory. One of
the pictures (picture 7) wasgivento both subjects due to the non-clarity of the picture. They
have to request andsupply information regarding thepictures to theirpartner. During the
interaction, theymayhaveto negotiate theobjects in thepictures, thesequence of events and
the relationship among events.
It is expected that this task will allow the interlocutors to engage in a fun and
meaningful interaction. The topic of the story, which has an adventure genre, gives room to
the interlocutors to be imaginative in creating a complete story. The task also requires the
interlocutors to look at the individual pictures at a time, transmit the information in the
pictures to their partners andmake sure that the information that they pass is comprehensible.
In the process of transmitting information, they may have to modify the input using several
types of interactional modifications to overcomecommunication breakdowns. The task also
requires the interlocutors to work together in making guesses about the individual events (for
instance, they could guess what the characters are doing in certain events, what their motives
are in doing such action) and the relationship among the events. Within this process, frequent
negotiation may occur to decide the order of the events.
The focal topic of the story, which was taken from Choe (2000) and presented in
Appendix B together with its instructions, which are in Appendix A, is the story of a
researcher who goes to South America to look for a rare and valuable artifact (picture 1). His
trip is widely promoted and requires a lot of time, preparation, money and personnel (picture
2). After a long and difficult journey (picture 3,4, and 5), he and his team find the artifact
(picture 6). He expects to bring back the artifact to civilization to make money and fame for
himself (picture 7 and 8). However, when he reaches the nearest town, he finds that many
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identical artifacts are on sale in the local market (picture 9). The story may seem to be
straightforward when it is seen in a complete form, but not necessarily when it is broken
down into individual pictures.
Decision Making Task - Desert Island
The goal of the decision-making task, originally created by Duff (1986) and presented
in Appendix C, is to agree on certain items to be brought to a desert island in order to survive
after a shipwreck. There are six groups of items and among the items provided to be selected
includinglighting suppHes and utensils (suchasmatches, oil lamps, can opener); settlement
necessities (such as tent, clothes, sleeping bags); variety of drinks (such as fresh water, beer,
whiskey, coffee); spices supplies (such as salt, flour, drymilk); hunting equipment (such as
bows and arrows, guns, fishing poles); as well as food supplies (such as meat, fruits,
vegetables). The interlocutors are only allowed to take three items from each groupof items
and they must agree on the items taken. In this task, both interlocutors have access to the
same information. Although each of them may work individually to come up to a decision of
which items that they individually select, negotiation is required to agreeon the sameitems.
Theymayneedto argue about theimportance of certain items for survival or to disagree with
the other's rationale. Some of the itemsmay be foreign to one of the interlocutors, and in this
case the partnermayoffer a comprehensible description of what the itemsare.
The genreof the task story is believed to be appealing to the interlocutors because it
allowsthem to make believe that they are actuallyinvolvedin the situationand use their
logic and evaluative reasoning tocome up with a decision. When an interiocutor presents
his/her reasons forselecting certain items, negotiation may occur inthe way the other
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interlocutor understands and evaluates the reasons. When experiencing problems in
comprehending foreign items, one interlocutor, who knows what the object is, is forced to
provide a comprehensible input about the item. ]h such a process, interactional modifications
become a necessity in order for both interlocutors to agree on the description of certain items.
Categorization of Interactional Modifications (IM)
This study used the categorization of IM that is a combination of a list of IMs
analyzed in two studies on internet chatting, one by Lee (2002) and the other by Kotter
(2003). The studies were selected because those studies were conducted specifically in a
CMC environment and generally expanded the forms of modifications that were found in
non-CMC environment (such as studies by Gass and Selinker, 2001 and Duff, 1986). The
N
categorization of the IMs by Lee (2002) andKotter (2003) have been presented in Table 2.1
and 2.2 respectively in chapter 2.
From the categorizations, several types were selected to generate a list of IMs
specifically used for this study. Table 3.2 presents the categorization of IMs selected for this
study. The definitions used by Kotter and Lee are indicated, as is the definition used in this
study.
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For several overlappingtypes of IMs, Kotter's (2003) categorization became the
preferredreferencebecause the definitions andexamples that he presentedweremore
detailed. Another consideration in the selection of Kotter's categorization was his criticism of
Lee's categorization. He noted that she did not clearly differentiate between clarification
request and repetition. The only modification to Lee's definition was the use of the native
language. The use of English to substitute words or ideas in Spanish is changed to the use of
Indonesian or other languages to substitute for words and ideas in English. This modification
is necessary to reflect the change in the native language background of the subjects.
Internet Messaging Software
The feasibility of using internet messaging software in a classroom setting in
Indonesia is the main basis for selecting MSN Messenger version 6.2. This software"can be
downloaded free from http://messenger.msn.com. The software was also selected for several
other reasons. In addition to being freely available to account holders of either MSN or
Hotmail, it was also developed by the Microsoft Corporation,which develops Windows
Operating System (OS). Microsoft with various Windows versions has nearly 90% share in
the OS market (Spector, 1998). This ensures that most computers with the Windows
operating system are able to run the software with ease.
The minimum requirement system for running the software is also another factor in
selecting the software. The program canrunwith a minimum Pentium 233MHz processor or
better (500MHz recommended) and 64 MB RAM with Microsoft Windows 98, Windows
2000,WindowsMillennium, orWindows XP operating system. The verybottom-line
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specifications, although they may seem very rudimentary if compared to most computers in
the U.S., are still very much used in Indonesia because of its sufficient performance and low
cost.
Featuring basic common facilities like other intemet Messaging programs such as
text-based, video, and audio chat, as well as the possibility of file exchanges between
interlocutors, one of the most important features of the software for this study is the message
history feature. This feature enables automatic transcribing of the chatting interactionin xml
format, which later can be easily transferred into Microsoft Excel files. The transcript also
records the duration of the interaction as well as any file transfers. The record of duration and
file transfer is important to monitor and control the time length of the conversation and to
avoid interlocutors sending any other information not included in the study. Figure 3.1 is the
screen capture of the MSN Messenger 6.2.
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Figure 3.1. The Interface of MSN Messenger
•31
i stibjsct 02ihlas.,^
Participants
The motivation towrite this thesis is driven bythe desire to explore and evaluate the
use of internet chatting for actual classroom use in college levelEFLclasses in Indonesia.
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The participants in this study are therefore limited to EFL students of Indonesian nationality
at college level. All ofthe subjects ofthis study were recruited from the students ofthe
Enghsh Department ofSatya Wacana Christian University, Salatiga, Indonesia, and their
involvement in this study was on voluntary basis. From the 46 candidates registered, only 28
subjects (23 females, 5males) were included into the study, due to unavailability of the other
candidates on the day ofdata collection. It isalso worth noting that the school terms ofthe
university created aproblem inrecruiting and ensuring a greater number ofsubjects. As the
school term ended one week after the recruitment process, most of the studentsof the college
ah-eady had plans for the break and were unable tocommit to the data collection date.
The age range ofthe subjects is 19-28 years old, with the majority being 20 and 21
years old (11 and 10 subjects respectively). Table 3.3 describes the subjects, categorized by
theyeartheyfirst enrolled in theuniversity as reflected by theirstudent number:
Table 3.3. SubjectsAccording to First Year of University Enrollment
Year of Enrollment Number of Subjects
2000 1
2001 3
2002 20
2003 4
Total 28
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The native language of the subjects is either Bahasa Indonesia/ Indonesian language (22
subjects), Javanese (2 subjects) or both languages (4 subjects).
The following sub-sections are going to describe the subjects' EngHsh language
proficiency and technical background in computer and IM software use.
English Language Proficiency
In terms of English language proficiency, all of the subjects had had at least 6 years
of English instruction in high school, mostly in EngUsh grammar. Depending on their year of
college, they have had additional 2, 3 or 4 years of English instruction (respectively 11, 6 and
3 subjects). English is the language of instruction in the English Department. In the first two
years of college, the courses aim to intensively build their EngUsh skills (speaking, listening,
reading, and writing) and the last two years focus more on content courses in teaching
English as a foreign language, English linguistics and literature. Eight subjects have
additional EngUsh instruction beyond the high school and college, probably prior to high
school through specialEngUsh courses available in their elementary school or by taking
private/after school courses.
Although they may have years of EngUshinstruction, it is assumed that the
participants of this studydo not havenative likeEnglish proficiency level, because theydo
not useEngUsh on a dailybasisfor communication purposes. Theyprobably useEnglish in
the classroom setting only, with minimum interaction because of the nature of instruction in
Indonesia where the teacher plays a dominant role in class and students are reluctant to take
anactive role of initiating discussion. Based on myexperience as a teacher in the department,
the only time that students are required to talk inEnglish is during Speaking courses,
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presentations, or in class/group discussions. From the questionnaire I learned-that three
subjects felt that their communication skill in English on face-to-face environment is fair,
fourteen subjects rated it as average and 11 subjects as good, and only 3of them felt either
very uncomfortable oruncomfortable communicating in English with native speakers of
English. Inmyteaching, I observed that in group discussions the students were more
comfortable in using their native language in order to solve thediscussion problems.
Talking English tofriends is another option that they choose toimprove their
communication skill. However, 12 subjects claimthat they haveno friends that theycan
speak English with on daily basis. Although the rest ofthe subjects have 3-7 friends to speak
English to on a dailybasis, I assume that thiswill not givetheman opportunity to use
English intensively for communication. With theEFLenvironment, theyalso have a very
limited opportunity to talk to native-speakers ofEnghsh. Only 6 subjects claimed to have
native speaker friends.
Technical Background
In terms of computer usage, 11 subjects owna computer. Although not all subjects
own a computer, all of them usea computer ona daily basis, withtheaverage years of using
computer to be 2.3 years and the average hours of using computer to be 1.9hours per day.
Fourteen subjects claim to have averagetypingskills (25-30 wordsper minute).
All of them but one subject are familiar with the IM software, with Yahoo!
Messenger as the most preferred IM software to use (21 subjects), followed by mIRC (10
subjects), MSN Messenger and ICQ (each 2 subjects).Two subjects use all of this software
and 6 subjects did not specify their preference. The frequency of usage ranges from daily
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usage (2 subjects) to once/twice permonth (3 subjects), with 13subjects using it on a weekly
basis. Only 9 subjects stated that they rarelyuse or do not use it as often as they used to.
Almost all of them have used English in chatting before (21 subjects).
Key Investigators
In conducting the study, I was assisted by three key personnel to assist with the data
collection and data analysis. Due to the nature of data collection, an investigator who could
oversee the collection process in Indonesia was contacted. She also worked on the
recruitment of the subjects. In collecting the data, the investigator was assisted by a computer
technician, who oversaw the technical aspects of the data collection. Upon collection, another
colleague and I coded the interactional modifications. This rater was employed to assure the
accuracy in the IM identification and an interrater reliability was calculated. The following
section will describe the background of each key personnel.
The assistant investigator is a junior teacher in the English Department of Satya
Wacana University. She holds a BA in English Language teaching from the same department.
She has been teaching in the department for approximately 4 years and she is familiar with
the IM software used for the internet interaction. Her responsibility in this study includes
contacting and recruiting the potential subjects, obtaining consent agreement forms from the
subjects, overseeing the data collection process, making sure the subjects understood the
tasks, and being ready to answer any questions that the subjects raised during the tasks.
The computer technician is currently employed by the universityto run the computer
lab.His responsibihty in this studyincludes installing the IM software on the computers,-
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making sure that the IM software records the internet conversations, saving all necessary data
for analysis and sending the final data to be analyzed.
Before the actual data collection, detailed instructions on how the data collection was
to be performed was sent to both the assistant investigator and the computer technician, We
also had an online meeting to run the IM software two days prior to the actual data collection
to ensure that the IM software ran trouble-free and that we would be able to record the
interaction.
The second rater is a student of MA TESL program who has already taken English
517 (Second Language Acquisition) and who is familiar with the hterature review in the
study of interactions in second language acquisition. The guideline for transcript tagging was
given to the second rater and before the transcript tagging we met to ensure that both of us
understood the features of each IM. We also reviewed the examples given in the guidelines
and identified potential problems in tagging the transcripts and possible solutions to solve
those problems.
Methods
Environment and Software Set-up
Initially, the study was to be conducted in the natural environment of internet cafes
wheremost of the subjects likely do the chatting. However, consideringthe cost and the
technical difficulties of setting up the study there, this idea was aborted.
Thedatacollection environment was then changed to theenvironment of a computer
labat Satya Wacana Christian University. Thebenefit of running thedatacollection here is
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not only that it will be less expensive, but also that it reflects how a teacher might use the
methods of this study in a classroom situation as an alternative to conventional face-to-face
activities. The assistant investigator, who is a coordinator of several speaking courses in the
department, had shown her interest of applying the methods in one of her speaking courses
the following semester
The computer lab used is one of the labs owned by the university. The university
owns three computer labs in total, all located on one floor of the university library. These
labs are used by all departments in the university for courses which require the use of
computers and for the purpose of online courses registration. During the data collection, I had
to arrange the schedule of the data collection four weeks in advance to avoid a conflict of
schedule with other departments and the schedule of university course registration process.
Since the data collection was not classified as a course, a special arrangement was made by
the computer technician for me to use the lab, with the stipulation that I pay a usage fee.
The computer lab contains 40 personal computers, all equipped with Pentium 1.8
GHz processorand 64 MBRAMwith theWindows XP operatingsystem. This computer
specification meets the minimumrequirement of running MSNMessenger. Although these
computers are internet-enabled, the use of an internetconnection in the campus is very
limited, dueto theuniversity's limited capability for internet use. Again, thecomputer
technician managed to secure permission for me from the head of the labs to use the internet
connection for data collection purposes. Figure 3.2 illustrates the layoutof the lab andhow
the computers are positioned.
Theassistant investigator sat in theteacher's table to oversee thewhole process of
data collection bothonline andphysically. When any subject required help, sheand the
computer technician would come to the subject's table.
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The computer technician installedMSNMessenger version6.2 on each computer
prior to the data collectionprocesses. As the expected numberof subjects that wouldbe used
for data collection was 40,40 Hotmail accounts were created, each with the account number
reflecting subject numbers (i.e. subjectOl, subject02, etc.) to ensure anonymity during data
collection. These numbers also correspond to the numbers of the computer table location
where they would sit during the tasks.
Figure 3.2. Computer Lab Layout
blackboard
Teacher
10
11 12 13 14 15 16
17 18 19 20 21 22
23 24 25 26 27 28
29 30 31 32 33 34
35 36 37 38 39 40
door
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Dyad Pairing
The dyad pairing was done based on the student ID number of the individual subjects.
The student number consisted of nine digits: the first two digits reflect the faculty where the
student belongs (in this case, the number was 11, the code number for English Department),
the next four digits reflect the year of the student's enrollment, and the last three digits reflect
the student's unique ID number assigned by the university.Each subject was paired with
another subject of the same year of enrollmentwhose unique ID number was closest to
his/her number. When the numberof subjects of that yearwas not sufficientto make a dyad
due to the availabilityof the subjects, then the next preference was to match a subjectwith
another subject from another yearof enrollment, eitherone yearolderor younger. The aimof
thismethod of pairing was to ensure that the subjects in the same dyad have a similar English
proficiency background in terms the number of years theyhadhadEnglish instruction at the
university. Each subject then was given an individual hotmail account, which served as their
login name to theMSNMessenger aswell asthe table where they were going to sit. Table
3.4 illustrates the dyad set-up plan.
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Table 3.4. Dyad Set-up Plan
Group 1 Group 2
Login Login
Dyad name Login name Dyad Login name name
Dyad 1 subjectOl subject-21 Dyad 11 Subjectll subjects 1
Dyad 2 subject02 subject22 Dyad 12 Subjectl2 subject32
Dyad 3 subject03 subject23 Dyad 13 Subject-13 subject33
Dyad 4 subject04 subject24 Dyad 14 Subjectl4 subject-34
Dyad 5 subject05 subject25 Dyad 15 Subjectl5 subject-35
Dyad 6 subject06 subject26 Dyad 16 Subject-16 subject36
Dyad 7 subject-07 subject-27 Dyad 17 Subject-17 subject37
Dyad 8 subject-08 subject28 Dyad 18 SubjectlS subject38
Dyad 9 subject09 subject29 Dyad 19 Subject-19 subject39
Dyad 10 subjectlO subject30 Dyad 20 Subject-20 subject40
The groups reflect the order of the tasks. Group 1 would start with jigsaw task,
followed by decision making task. Group 2 would start in a reverse order. The first round of
data collection included Dyad 1-5 and 11-14.The second round of data collection comprised
Dyad 6-9 and 15-19. However, the subjects in Dyad 1,11, 13 and 18were not able to do both
of the tasks. The two tasks were done on consecutive days and the subjects were absent on
the second day. Their data became void. For the purpose of data analysis, the names of the
dyads were changed to reflect the subject pairing, for instance 2-22, 3-23, and so on. Instead
of using the name "Dyad 2", the name"Dyad 2-22"will be used. In total, this studyused 14
dyads (28 subjects). This number is within the range of the number of subjects used in
previous studies (8-50 subjects). The final subjectpairing and the order of the tasks that they
did are shown in Table 3.5.
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Table 3.5. Final Subject Pairing and Order of Task
Dyad First Task Second Task
2-22 Jigsaw Decision Making
3-23 Jigsaw Decision Making
4-24 Jigsaw Decision Making
5-25 Jigsaw Decision Making
6-26 Jigsaw Decision Making
7-27 Jigsaw Decision Making
15-35 Jigsaw Decision Making
16-36 Jigsaw Decision Making
8-28 Decision Making Jigsaw
9-29 Decision Making Jigsaw
12-32 Decision Making Jigsaw
14-34 Decision Making Jigsaw
17-37 Decision Making Jigsaw
19-39 Decision Making Jigsaw
Procedure
The data collection was conducted twice, each consisting of two sessions of different
tasks in April 2005. In each round of data collection, the two sessions were conducted in two
separate days with24 hour interval in between. So ononeday, half of the subjects did the
jigsaw task, and on the next the decision-making task. The other halfdidthe decision-making
task, and on the next the jigsaw task.The periodof timewhen the data was collected
depended on the availability of thecomputer lab and thesubjects' individual class schedule.
All the data were collected on the weekend, when the lab was less busy and most subjects
could attend the data collection sessions.
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In the first session of each data collection round, each subject was given a login name,
and then sent to his/her designated computer table. As can be seen in Figure 3.2, the subjects
in each dyadwere separatedfrom each otherby at least 2 rows to ensure that theywouldonly
communicate through the IM software.
In the first data collection round, we included all the subjects in one chat window in
order to instruct them all at once regarding some technical preparation before the actual
chatting took place. In order to gather the chatting transcripts, the feature of message history
of the each subject's computer needed to be enabled. One of the key investigators also logged
in to the MSN Messenger as a passive observant, so that his/her computer could record the
transcript through the message history feature in his/herMSNMessenger. Also, all files
(transcripts and questionnaires) needed to be saved in a specific folder in a specific directory
to ensure that all the necessary data was saved.
This approach of instructing them altogether in one chatting window proved to be not
so successful because it turned out that many of the subjects were not very familiar with the
features in MSN Messenger and the computer lab. In addition to this technical problem, the
assistant investigator observed that many subjects did not pay attention to our instructions
because they were too involved in chatting among themselves. The assistant and the
technician then decided to visit each table to make sure that they enabled the message history
feature. The same approach was then applied in the second data collection round.
After the chatting software was set-up, each subject was required to fill in the pre-task
questionnaire (presented in Appendix D) to gather some information about their background.
Again, the problem of not paying attention to the instruction hampered the collection of the
questionnaires. Three of the subjects did not fill in the questionnaires and these data were
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onlyobtained three weeks after the data collection process because these subjects wereon
school term break.
As mentioned elsewhere, in both data collection rounds, half of the dyads started with
the jigsaw task and the other half with decision-makingin the first sessions. During the
second session, the order was reversed. In the jigsaw task, the assistant distributed random
pictures to each subject. In each task, the subjects were given 15minutes to review the
pictures (in the jigsaw task) or the situation (in the decisionmaking task). Then, they started
to solve the task by chatting. Upon completion of the 60 minute period of the first session,
the subjects stopped working.
The following day, the subjects started working with the reversed order. The dyads
that worked with the jigsaw task in the previous day were engaged in the decision making
and vice versa. The procedure was similar to the first session; they reviewed the tasks for 15
minutes and worked on the tasks via chatting for 60 minutes. Upon completion of the tasks,
the subjects filled out a post-task questionnaire (presented in Appendix E), in order to get
feedback on their experience in doing the tasks.
After each session was completed, the technician worked on the compilation of the
data and sent the data to me. When,a certain dyad transcript was not available, we used the
message history in one of the key personnel's computer to generate the transcripts. The
transcripts of the internet chatting were saved in xml format files. In order to tag the
transcripts, these files were then converted to Microsoft excel files, retaining information on
the time of the conversation, the speaker and the messages.The assistant also worked on
getting missing questionnaires from the subjects.
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Analysis
This study elicited both qualitative and quantitative data. Questionnaires were used to
collect background information and feedback on the tasks. Analyzing the negotiation of
meaning and doing statistical analyses followed the procedures done in earlier studies.
Unit ofAnalysis
The unit of analysis intended to be used in this study is the number of words that the
subjects produce. This unit of analysis seemed to be appropriate since the subjects'
interaction was limited to written communication only. Another unit of analysis used in this
study is the number of turns as well as the frequency of interactional modifications that the
dyads produced.
Transcript Tagging
The other rater and I worked on tagging the transcripts according to the guidelines of
transcript tagging. We separately tagged individual transcripts for twoweeks. The tagging
process involved identifying theroutines of interactional modifications as outlined byGass
and Varonis (1985) in theirmodel of negotiation ofmeaning. After doing the tagging, we
met twice to compare and check the results of the tagging process.
We agreed that it was challenging to pin down the interactional modifications in the
transcripts because often times there are variations in themodel of negotiation ofmeaning
proposed by Gass andVaronis in theform of thepattern ofTrigger (T), Indicator (I),
Response (R) and Reaction toResponse (RR). The subjects in thedyads sometimes did not
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provide an Indicator that they did not understand certain utterances from their partner straight
away and only provide the Indicator after some turns. There were also occurrences when
such Indicator was disturbed by or occurred together with other topic. The following example
from Dyad 08-28 illustrates such delay in the responding to the Trigger:
(3-1) SubjectOS: The next pic
(3-2) Subject28: 2"^^ pic: about a plane (the cockpit)
(3-3) SubjectOS: a group of people are walking to the high heel (Trigger)
(3-4) SubjectOS: They bring all then stuff to a destination place
(3-5) Subject28: there are people departing, I think
(3-6) Subject28: with a lot of goods
(3-7) SubjectOS: they pass the mountain I think
(3-8) SubjectOS: ya lots of goods
(3-9) SubjectOS: so...
(3-10) Subject2S: high heels pass mountains? (Indicator)
(3-11) Subject28: maybe they're connected
(3-12) Subject28: just continue
(3-13) SubjectOS: I don't knowwhethertheywant to go to the top of mountain or
heel (Response)
(3-14)SubjectOS: but theywant to go the th etop
(3-15) SubjectOS: top
(3-16) Subject28: the 3^*^: (implied Reaction to Response)
In this transcript, what seemed tohappen was that subject 08misspelled theword "hill" for
"heel" in (3-3) and this triggers confusion in subject 28's understanding ofhis/her partner's
explanation. However, subject 28 did not immediately show any confusion until (3-10). Only
after subject OS provided aResponse byproviding a synonym "mountain" to the word "heel"
in (3-11), subject 2S signaled that s/he understood the word by changing the topic in (3-16).
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This transcript also exemplifies another problem in deciding an IM; the jump of
topics. Often found in the transcripts, both subjects were presenting about different topics at
the same time. Due to nature of written communication, this seemed not to be a big problem
for the partners because they could always refer back to what their partner had written. In this
case, we had to find the logical connections within individual transcripts to identify the
pattern of negotiation of meaning. Once the elements of the pattern were identified, we could
mark and tag the IM.
When encountering differences in classifying certain occurrences of the interaction
modifications, we discussed appropriate arguments to support the classification of the
interaction modifications. The calculation of interrater reliability suggests that the raters
reach 95.91% agreement on IM identification.
Questionnaire Processing
Answers in both the pre-task and post-task questionnaires were transferred to
Microsoft Excel to simplify the results. The answers of multiplechoice type questions were
coded with numbers for the purpose of counting occurrences of certain answers. For instance,
when there were two possible answers in gender (female/male), I coded female as 1 and male
as 2. For open-ended questions, the answers were simply copiedandpastedin different cells
of Excel worksheet.
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Statistical Analysis
In addition to descriptive statistics which involves counting the frequencies of IMs
within each task and for the overall task, a paired t-test was done to calculate the significant
difference in the frequencies of IM occurrences between the two tasks. The mm of this
additional inferential statistical analysis is to provide a finer and more detailed calculation of
the difference. Since this study does not assume a strong hypothesis about the difference
between the two tasks in language and IM production (in other words, this study uses a
nondirectional alternative hypothesis), the data will be evaluated using a two-tailed paired t-
test.
For the qualitative data which was obtained from the post-task questionnaires, the
data were to shed light on (1) the subjects' motives in producing interactional modifications,
(2) the factors involved in their production of interactionalmodifications, and (3) their
experience in doing the tasks in pairs.
The next chapteris goingto describe the analysis of bothquantitative andqualitative
data, organizedbased on the researchquestions posed.
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CHAPTER 4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
This study investigates the occurrences of Interactional Modifications (IM) and the
effect of different tasks on IM production in the internet chatting environment. In order to
find answers to the three research questions, the data collected were analyzed quantitatively
and qualitatively. For clarity in presentation of the data and the results of the data analysis,
this chapter is organized into four sections. The first section provides an overview of the
amount of language produced. Sections Two and Three are dedicated to the first two research
questions: both deal with the frequency of IM production, first for both tasks combined in
Section Two and then separately in Section Three. The fourth section focuses on the third
research question—the motives and factors involved in IM production.
Overview of Language Production
This section presents an overviewof the amount of language produced for both tasks.
This analysis was done in order to determine the rate of IM occurrence, which is the focus of
ResearchQuestions One andTwo. In addition to determining the total numberof
occurrences, these occurrences need to be considered in light of the total numberof words
produced. Moreoccurrences of an IM typein oneof the tasks maybe the result ofmore
language being produced in that task.
The number ofwords generated in the transcript of each dyad was counted using
Microsoft Word. The results of this tabulation arepresented in Table4.1.
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Table 4.1. Comparison of Total Word Production in Each Dyad in the Tasks
Dyad Jigsaw Decision Making Difference
2-22 925 548 -299 (J)
3-23 1071 949 -217 (J)
4-24 1200 862
1
•00
(J)
5-25 1104 702 -454 (J)
6-26 481 303 -193 (J)
7-27 1220 971 -226 (J)
8-28 1238 588 -379 (J)
9-29 1286 1198 -95 (J)
12-32 1189 968 -185 (J)
14-34 890 739 -131 (J)
15-35 822 817 37 (DM)
16-36 1681 1937 117 (DM)
17-37 1213 639 -594 (J)
19-39 818 1102 285 (DM)
Total Number 15138 12323 -2815 (J)
Dyad Average 1081.29 880.21 -201.08 (J)
Table4.1 presents the number of words produced in eachdyadfor each taskandtheir
difference. The total word production foreach taskshows that thejigsaw taskproduced
more words than thedecision-making task (15,138 words vs. 12,323 words respectively). A
similar conclusion mayalso be drawn from theaverage number ofwords spoken in each
dyad foreach task. When the dyad averages are compared using a paired t-test, the difference
between the two tasks is significant. As paired t-test requires the data tobe normally
distributed, it is necessary to plot the data to see whetherthe data distribution is normal. The
following figure plots thedistribution ofword production:
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Figure 4.1. Total Word Production Distribution
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Tocreate thefigures that show the distribution of the data in total word production,
total word production in each dyad was grouped into five ranges offrequency based on the
lowest total word production (jigsaw =481, decision-making =303) and the highest (jigsaw
= 1681, decision-making = 1937). The figure shows that the data for each task are normally
distributed with a tendency to be right skewed (jigsaw task) orleft skewed (decision-making.
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task). Therefore, it is possible to conducta pairedt-test on the data. Table 4.2 shows the
results of the paired t-test:
Table 4.2. Paired T-test on Total Word Production per Dyad
Statistics Jigsaw Decision Making
Mean (Average) 1081.286 880.2143
Variance 80533.76 148523
N 14 14
Pearson Correlation 0.717285
Hypothesized Mean Difference 0
Df 13
t Stat 2.800654
P(T<=t) two-tail 0.015011
t Critical two-tail 2.160368
As can be seen from the table, the paired t-test on the average word production per
dyad in doing the jigsaw and decision-making tasks yielded a significant difference
(t=2.800654, df=13, p < .05).A comparison of the dyad averages for the two tasks indicates
that themean in thejigsawtask(1081.286) is higher than theone for thedecision-making
task (880.2143). This shows that on average, thejigsaw task generatedmorewords than the
decision-making task.
One explanation for this difference may liein the relationship between the subjects in
giving and sharing information in the tasks. In the jigsaw task, understanding a partner's
pictures was necessary to achieve the goal of the task and so each subject in the dyad had to
give the description ofeach picture that they possessed in great detail. This may involve
describing the pictures in great length and thus using many words per turn. Misunderstanding
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the pictures might also evokethe necessity to elaborate on the pictures in more detail, and
hence many more words may be produced. In the decision-making task, since both subjects
held the same information and did not have to give or request information, information
details may not need to be discussed or described. Only when they experienced problem in
agreeing on certain items to be selected did subjects need to elaborate on their argument.
To test the assunaption that elaboration of details did not use great amount of words in
the decision-making task, the transcripts were analyzed in terms of the average number of
words produced in each turn in each task. The result of this analysis is presented in Table 4.3 :
Table 4.3. Comparison of the Average Number of Words per Turn
Dyad Jigsaw Decision Making Difference
2-22 5.26 3.81 -1.45 (J)
3-23 3.67 3.59 -0.07 (J)
4-24 5.38 4.44 -0.94 (J)
5-25 3.40 3.69 0.30 (DM)
6-26 7.52 4.39 -3.12 (J)
7-27 6.63 4.54 -2.09 (J)
8-28 4.74 1.97 -2.77 (J)
9-29 6.07 4.06 -2.01 (J)
12-32 5.64 4.50 -1.13 (J)
14-34 6.64 3.50 -3.14 (J)
15-35 4.95 3.73 -1.22 (J)
16-36 3.79 3.65 -0.13 (J)
17-37 6.74 3.83 -2.91 (J)
19-39 3.83 3.25 -0.58 (J)
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The results of this table show that the average word production per turn in the jigsaw
taskis higher thantheonein thedecision-making task, with theexception ofDyad05-25, in
which the average word production perturn in the decision-making exceeds that in thejigsaw
task. This seems to confirm theclaimthat in thejigsawtask, subjects wererequired to
produce more words in order to be able to provide anelaborate description of thepictures
that they held.
The results of this study suggest that the difference in tasks contributes to a difference
in the amount of total word production of each dyad. Sauro (2001) reached a different
conclusion, however, based on her finding that there was no significant difference in the
numberof turns producedby three of her four dyads doingeach task. In an attempt to
compare the results of this study with Sauro's, the total number of turns produced by the
dyads in each task was calculated and is presented in the following table:
Table 4.4. Comparison of Total Number of Turns in Each Task
Dyad Jigsaw Decision-Making Difference
2-22 161 143 -18 (J)
3-23 271 262 -9 (J)
4-24 222 193 -29 (J)
5-25 309 186 -123 (J)
6-26 60 68 8" (DM)
7-27 182 213 31 (DM)
8-28 259 296 37 (DM)
9-29 211 293 82 (DM)
12-32 205 204 -1 (J)
14-34 132 205 73 (DM)
15-35 165 217 52 (DM)
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Table 4.4. (continued)
16-36 443 528 85 (DM)
17-37 179 165 "14 (J)
19-39 188 336 148 (DM)
Total 2987 3309 322 (DM)
Dyad Average 213.36 236.36 23 (DM)
The total turns for each task shows that the decision-making task produced sHghtly
more turns than the jigsaw task. A similar conclusion may also be drawn from the average
number of turns per dyad for each task. To determine the significance of these differences a
paired t-test was done. Since a paired t-test requires the data to be norm^ly distributed, it is
necessary to plot the data to see whether the data distribution is normal. To create the figures
that show the distribution of the data in total turn production, total turn production in each
dyad was grouped into four ranges of frequency based on the lowest total turn production
(jigsaw= 155.75,decision-making = 183)and the highestQigsaw = 443, decision-making =
528). Figure 4.2 shows the distribution plot of total turn production, which suggests that the
data for each task are normally distributed with a tendency to be left skewed. Therefore, it is
possible to conduct a paired t-test on the data. Table4.5 shows the results of the paired t-test.
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Figure 4.2. Total Turn Distribution
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Table 4.5. Paired T-test on Total Turn Production per Dyad
Statistic Jigsaw Decision-making
Mean (Average) 213.3571 236.3571
Variance 8112.555 11686.55
n 14 14
Pearson Correlation 0.797686
Hypothesized Mean Difference 0
df 13
t Stat -1.31774
P(T<=t) two-tail 0.210343
t Critical two-tail 2.160368
As can be seen from the table, the paired t-test on the average total tum production
perdyad in doing the jigsaw anddecision-making tasks yielded a non significant difference
(t=1.31774, df=13, p < .05). Thus, although the dyad averages for the two tasks indicatethat
themean numberof turns per dyad in the decision-making task (236.3571) is higher than the
one for the jigsaw task (213.3571), this is not a significant difference.
One of the possible explanations for such a difference in total tum production may lie
in the nature of the interaction in the decision-making task. Contrary to the jigsaw task,
where description of pictures needs to be communicated to the partner in great detail, the
decision-making task did not require the subjects to pay attention to details. The emphasis
was more on the flow of arguments and rationale in selecting certain items. When the
subjects were debating on the selection of certain items, it is possible that the flow of turn-
taking was more frequent.
In sum, the results of data analysis on total word and tum production yield an
interesting finding. In terms of word production, the results of the data analysis reveal that
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the jigsaw task provides an opportunity for the subjects to generate more word production.
On the contrary, in terms of total turn production, the decision-making task generates more
total turn production than the jigsaw task. In terms of total turn production, the results of this
study are similar to Sauro's study (2001), in which there was no significant difference in the
average total turn production in the two tasks. It is possible that the differences in the tasks
themselves account for the differences in the results of the study.
Overall Frequency and Type of Interactional Modifications
The first research question aims to find the frequency of each IM in both tasks
combined: what is the frequency of each interactional modification used by subjects when
engaged in the jigsaw and decision-making tasks in synchronous CMC?
First, each transcript of the each dyad's internet conversation was analyzed for
occurrences of the IMs listed in Table 3.2 and these occurrenceswere tagged. Then, using
Microsoft Excel, the occurrences of each IM were tallied. Table 4.6 shows the results of the
tagging process for both tasks combined. The table shows that confirmation checks occurred
most frequently, whereasre-cast only occurred once.As shown in Figure4.3, confirmation
checks Gabeled as no. 1 in the figure) account for 24% of the total occurrences of IM.
Althoughconfirmation checks occurred most frequently, it shouldbe noted that clarification
requests andovertindications of agreement (labeled asno. 2 and8 respectively in thefigure)
occurred onlyslightly less than confirmation check (21%). Theuseof Indonesian to present
ideas andvocabulary occurred quite frequently (11%), followed by overt indications of
understanding (8%), while therestof theIMs occurred even less frequently (0%-4%).
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Table 4.6. The Frequency of IMs in Both Tasks Combined for AH 14 Pairs
IM Frequency
1 Confirmation check 298
2 Clarification request 263
3 Comprehension check 14
4 Repetition 27
5 Self-correction 54
6 Other-correction/recast 1
7 Overt indication of understanding 96
8 Overt indication of agreement 264
9 Overt indication of non-agreement 54
10 Use of Indonesian 135
11 Use of keyboard symbols as discourse markers 47
Total 1253
Figure 4.3. The Percentage of Each IM in Both Tasks
21%
65 4
0% 4% zyoi"/"
1 - confirmation check
2 - clarification request
3 - comprehension check
4 - repetition
5 - self-correction
6 - other correction/recasts
7 - overt indication of understanding
8 - overt indication of agreement
9 - overt indication of non-
agreement
10 - use of Indonesian
11 - use of keyboard symbols as
discourse markers
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In Kotter's (2003) study, the participants were engagedin a collaborative project that
required them to interact online in groups. Basedon the transcripts of their online interaction,
Kotter found the following IM types to be the most frequent in his study: (1) clarification
requests, (2) overt indicationsof agreement, (3) overt indications of understanding, (4) overt
indications of non-agreement, and (5) confirmation checks. His results, although different in
the frequently order of IM types from this study, suggests that there was similarity in the IM
types that occurred most frequently since three of the top five IM types were the same in both
studies (e.g., clarification requests, confinnation checks, and overt indications of
understanding). The only two exceptions of this similarity is in the occurrence of overt
indications of non-agreement, which accounted for only 4% in this study and in the
occurrence of the use of Indonesian, which occurred quite frequently in this study (11%) due
to its high frequency of occurrence in Dyad 5-25. Table 4.7 illustrates the difference of the
results of Kotter's study and the present study:
Table 4.7. Comparison of IM Type Production Between Kotter's (2003) Study and Present
Study
Kotter (2003) Present Study
1. Clarification requests Confirmation checks
2. Overt indications of agreement Clarification requests
3. Overt indications of understanding Overt indications of agreement
4. Overt indications of non-agreement Use of Indonesian
5. Confirmation checks Overt indications of understanding
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Comparison of Interactional Modification Production in Each Task
The second'research question aims to find out if the difference in task affects the
frequency of IM produced: do the different task types (jigsaw vs. decision-making task)
generate different frequencies for the interactional modification types?
This section will be divided into two subsections: IM production by task and IM
production by task for each dyad. The first subsection looks at the frequency of IM
production in each task across the dyads while the second looks at IM production in each task
within each dyad.
IMProduction by Task
With regard to the frequency of IM production in each task type, the occurrences of
IMs identified in the transcripts were broken down for each of the two tasks. Table 4.8 shows
the results of the IM identification within each task and the difference of frequencies of these
IMs in both tasks.
The results of the analysis shows that in termsof total frequency of all IMs produced,
the decision-making task generates more occurrences compared to the jigsaw task. An
examination of occurrences of the IMs within each task reveals that several IMs had notable
differences in frequency between the two tasks: clarification request (109), overtindication
of agreement (96), the use of Indonesian (73), confirmationcheck (46), overt indication of
understanding (38), and overt indication of non-agreement (24). To illustrate these
differences further. Table4.8 presents therateofusage of thesixmost frequent IMtypes
based on both total word and turn production.
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Table 4.8. Frequency of IMs in Each Task (n = 14)
IM Jigsaw Decision Difference
Making
1 .Confirmation check 126 172 46 (DM)
2 Clarification request 77 186 109 (DM)
3 Comprehension check 9 5 -4 (J)
4 Repetition 11 16 5 (DM)
5 Self-correction 23 31 8 (DM)
6 Other-correction/recast 1 0 -1 (J)
7 Overt indication of understanding 67 29 -38 (J)
8 Overt indication of agreement 84 180 96 (DM)
9 Overt indication of non-agreement 15 39 24 (DM)
10 Use of Indonesian 104 31 -73 (J)
11 Use of keyboard symbols as
discourse markers
26 21 -5 (J)
Total 543 710 167 (DM)
For some of these differences, explanations are possible; other differences in the
usage between the tasks are not so clear. The discussion of the explanations is organized
based on the descending number of frequency differences.
The difference in total number of clarificationrequests for the two tasks was 109 (77
in the jigsaw task vs. 186 in the decision-making task). When these total numbersare
adjusted for totalwordproduction, the difference is still large — 1IM per 197words in the
jigsaw task vs. 1 IM per 66 words in the decision-making task (seeTable 4.9). When the
total numbers are adjusted for tumproduction, thedifference is 21 (1 IMfor every 39 turns
in the jigsaw task vs. 1 IMforevery 18 turns in the decision-making task). This difference
according to task was the greatest among the IMtypes. However, an analysis on the
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transcript reveals no clear and conclusive explanation why such a difference in frequency
exists. Both tasks permitted the partners to clarify certain information supplied by one
interlocutor. In the jigsaw task, clarification requests typically took the form of wh-questions
and the typical wh-questions dealt with the picture description, usually "what" and "where"
questions. There were occurrences of "why" questions in the jigsaw task, (i.e. one
interlocutor asking the other interlocutor about the possible motive behind certain actors'
behavior or the events of the pictures), but the occurrences of such "why" questions were
relatively rare. In the decision-making task, the typical wh-question involved the use of
"why" questions, which is reasonable because it is necessary to test and evaluate one
interlocutor's arguments to select certain items from the list and the success of task
accomplishment depends on how much both interlocutors agreed on the items. The wh-
questions in the decision-making task usually involved one interlocutor asking the other
interlocutor to describe certain items. Occurrencesof "what" questions did not happen as
frequently as "why" questions.
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In the case of overt indication of agreement, which had the second highest difference
in frequency between the two tasks, the goal of the task is to agree on certain items to be
selected, so it was reasonable if agreement occurred more frequently in decision-making task
than in jigsaw task. This explanation may also be applicable to the difference of frequency
for overt indication of non-agreement. In the jigsaw task, although both subjects needed to
agree on the relationship of the events, this was only half of the requirement of the task. In
this case, the nature of the task activities resulted in a difference in the frequency of
occurrences of overt indication of agreement and non-agreement. It is interesting to note that
although the number of frequency differences between the two tasks was the third highest (73)
for the IMs involving the use of Indonesian for expressing ideas or words between the tasks,
such difference may be considered idiosyncratic because it was the result of a great number
of occurrences of this IM type in Dyad 05-25 (92 occurrences)when doing the jigsaw task.
In other dyads, the average frequency of this type of IM was only 0.92 (in the jigsaw task,
excludingDyad 05-25) and 2.21 (in the decision-making task). A closer inspection of the
transcript reveals that one of the subjects in this dyad (Subject 25) experienced technical
difficulties (frequent network problems) which led the dyad members to the decision of not
usingEnglish in the last 38minutes of their conversation, for fear of runningout of time and
not being able to complete the task.
The IM with the fourth greatest difference in frequency between the two tasks was
confirmation checks. The table indicates thatconfirmation checkoccurred more frequently in
the decision-making task. A closer inspection of the transcript revealed that most of the
confirmation checks that occurredin the decision-making task had three functions: (1) to
confirm theselection of certain items on thelist, (2) to indirectly disagree with a partner's
argumentabout an item selectionor about the logic of the other subject in selectingcertain
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items on the list, Or (3) to defend one's position in selecting certain items. Since agreement
in choosingcertain items is the goal of this task, such agreement is instrumental to the
successof a dyad in doing the task, and it was important that both subjects in the dyad agree
on individual items. As each dyad had to agreeon the selection of 18 items from a total of 44,
they often argued about several items.The conversation in Dyad 9-29 below illustrates the
occurrence of-confirmation check and its various functions:
(4-1) Subject29:
(4-2) Subject29:
(4-3) Subject29:
(4-4) Subject29:
(4-5) Subject29:
(4-6) Subject09:
(4-7) Subject09:
(4-8) Subject29:
(4-9) Subject29:
(4-10) Subject09:
(4-11) Subject09
(4-12) Subject29
(4-13) Subject29
(4-14) Subject09
(4-15) Subject29
(4-16) Subject09
(4-17) Subject09
(4-18) Subject29
(4-19) Subject09
(4-20) Subject09
(4-21) Subject29
i thought
frozen meat, dried vegetables, and Cannes beans
we can get calories from meat
protein from vegetables
carbohidrat from beans
I thought of frozen meat also
wow, you are a health expert!
okay
and?
but don't you think we can get fresh vegetables from the island?
(Indirect disagreement /function 2)
anf fresh fruits? (Indirect disagreement/function 2)
0 yes
you are right
so we don't really need dried vegetables nad fruits?
(Confirmation check/function 1)
1never thought it before
and
so?
so we need dried soup instead ya? (Position defense/function 3)
frozen meat
do you agree dry soup? (Confirmation/function 1)
frozen meat, dry soup, and .....
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In lines (4-10) and (4-11), Subject 29 signaled her disagreement of the selection of
dried vegetables as Subject 09 suggested in (4-2), but instead of directly disagreeing to this
selection by using an overt indication of non-agreement, she chose to indicate the
disagreement by presenting an argument of the availability of similar vegetables and fruits in
fresh condition on the island. Once Subject 09 agreed to remove dried vegetables from their
selection. Subject 29 confirmed Subject 09's decision once again (4-14), indirectly suggested
another item to be selected, i.e. dried soup (4-18), then confirmed twice (4-18,4-20) if the
selection of dried soup was confirmed and agreed upon. As can be seen from the transcript,
in order to agree on one item (i.e. dried soup), Subject 09 needed to confirm her partner's
agreement more than once. This may be the explanation for why there are more occurrences
of confirmation check in the decision-making task.
In the jigsaw task, the occurrences of confirmationcheck was not as frequent as the
ones in the decision-making task; moreover, they were usually for the purpose of confirming
understanding and or correlation of one subject's with the picture that her/his partner had.
Once this was confirmed, the conversation could proceed to another topic. Sometimes, when
there was no correlation, the interlocutor would solicit another confirmation check to further
check on the details of the pictures. In the conversation of Dyad4-24 below, the subjects
used confirmation checks to test their assumption about the correlation between their
individual pictures:
(4-22) Subject04
(4-23) Subject04
(4-24) Subject24
(4-25) Subject24
(4-26) Subject04
(4-27) Subject24
mine is the one with many people walking up the hill
carrying their luggage
if so, let me check..
the hill is very narrow?? (Confirmation check)
yup an dvery steep also
with some trees (leaves) in the sides? (Confirmation check)
(4-28) Subject04
(4-29) Subject04
(4-30) Subject24
(4-31) Subject24
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Yeah
mine is almost on the top of the hill
great then
well, in mine, there's a grandpa pointing down to a village
(from the hill)
(4-32) Subject04: my other one is a man looking at a map, i suppose
From this transcript, the process of using confirmation check (lines 4-25 and 4-27) to
confirm the relationship between the pictures held by the subjects was not as lengthy as in the
decision-making task. Once the assumed understanding of the relationship among the
pictures was confirmed (lines 4-26 and 4-28) by Subject 04, Subject 24 clearly signaled her
understanding (line 4-30) and added information about her picture (line 4-31). After that,
Subject 04 proceeded to the next picture that she had. There were also a few occurrences of
confirmation checks in the jigsaw task to confirm the assumed motive of the actors in the
pictures. Again, once this assumption wasconfirmed, the conversation usually proceeded to
the next topic. Since understanding the pictures and their connection is only part of the goal
of the jigsaw task, it may be safe to say that the different goals of the tasks contributed to the
difference in frequency for the confirmation checks in the tasks.
In the case of overt indications of understanding, the nature of the tasks seems to
contributeto the difference in frequency of occurrences for this type of IM. Let us first look
at its function in thejigsaw task. Sincethe activity in thejigsawtaskrequires one interlocutor
to describe the pictures that s/hehas, it is necessary for theotherinterlocutor to signal his/her
understanding of thepicture description byproviding anovert indication of understanding in
orderto avoid communication blocks. Thedescription of a picture could include an
explanation of a lexical item, an event, or a relationship between events. An illustration of
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this can be found in the following conversation between Subjects 19 and 39 doing the jigsaw
task:
(4-33) Subject 19: the proff is at the front holding ang bringing no statue
(4-34) Subject 39: the prof is holding a statue
(4-35) Subject 39: do u have any idea where did he get it?
(4-36) Subject 19: from the other pics he got it from a temple
(4-37) Subject 19: like inca temple
(4-38) Subject 39: ooo (Overt indication ofunderstanding)
(4-39) Subject 39: i seee.. (Overt indication ofunderstanding)
(4-40) Subject 39: so the prof is going down into the jungle
(4-41) Subject 39: find the temple
(4-42) Subject 39: and the statue
(4-43) Subject 39: then,..
In this example, lines (4-38) and (4-39) provide an indication of understanding by
Subject 39 to Subject 19's explanation in lines (4-36) and (4-37) (where the professor found
the statue). Only after Subject 39 summarized her understanding (lines 4-40 to 4-42) of the
relationship between events previously described by Subject 19, did she signal that she was
ready for the description of the next picture (line 4-43).
In the decision-making task, since both interlocutors held the same kind of
information, there was no need of understanding other interlocutor's information to complete
the task. Common occurrences of overt indications of understanding occurred, therefore,
whenone interlocutorneeded to understand the reasoning of other interlocutor in choosing
certain item to be brought to the island, as illustrated in the conversation betweenSubject03
and Subject 23 doing the decision-making task:
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(4-44) Subject 23: i think matches are flares are important in the evening and we can
use matches
(4-45) Subject03: we dun need oil n oil lamps if got batt n flash, rite?
(4-46) Subject03: but we have flashlight...
(4-47) Subject23: but if flashlights and the battery are empty in the evening??
(4-48) Subject03: but what if the macthces got wet by d sea water??
(4-49) SubjectOS: Useless
(4-50) Subject23: ah see (Overt indication ofunderstanding)
This illustrates the difference in opinion between the two subjects: in line (4-50) Subject 23
finally understood the reasoning of Subject 03 in selecting matches and flares in line (4-44).
Even though overt indications of understanding usually signaled comprehension of a
partner's logic in the decision-making task, there were also occurrences in which they
signaledlexical comprehension. As in thejigsaw task, the interlocutorused this type of IM to
indicate that s/he had understoodthe other interlocutor's description or explanation of the
item. Thisis illustrated in thefollowing conversation between Subjects 02 and 22doing the
decision-making task:
(4-51) Subject22: aaa i want ask u
(4-52) Subjuct02: waht?
(4-53)Subject22: the water purification tablets
(4-54) Subject22: what it is use for?
(4-55) Subject02: to purify the sea water
(4-56) Subject02: so there wouldnot be so salty
(4-57) Subject22: ok {Overt indication ofunderstanding)
(4-58) Subject22: ic (ic= I see; Overt indication ofunderstanding)
(4-59) Subject22: 4?
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After reading the list of items, Subject 22 did not have any idea of what water
purification tablets are (line 4-53) and asked Subject 02 if sheknew what theyarefor (line 4-
54). AfterSubject02 explained the use of water purification tablets, Subject22 indicated her
understanding of the explanation (lines 4-57 and4-58) andmovedon to the next groupof
items, group 4 (line 4-59).
Althoughovert indications of understanding may have a similar function in both tasks
- comprehension of a lexical explanation, there is a difference. In the jigsaw task, the
information receiving the indication of understandingwas necessary to ensure that the task
goal was achieved. When an interlocutor did not understand a chunk of information that the
other interlocutor supplied, such as in case of Subject 19 and 39 (lines 4-33 to 4-43), both
interlocutors may have not been able to find the relationship between events and eventually
would not be able to create a complete story. In the case of Subjects 02 and 22 (lines 4-51 to
4-59) doing the decision-making task, however, it did not matter if Subject 22 could not
describe the problematic item, or if Subject 02 did not understand the chunk of information
that Subject 22 gave. They could have opted to ignore the problematic information and
continue with the other item. They would still be able to select other items from the list, as
the goal of the task required.
In sum, there are several explanations for the differences in IM frequency of the two
tasks: (1) the nature and the requirements of the task (whether it is the kind of task that
requires picture description or argumentative conversation), (2) the need to supply
information when requested, and (3) idiosyncrasy (as in the case of the use of Indonesian by
Dyad 05-25). Although the results suggest that there is no great difference in the frequency of
certain types of IMs, it is interesting to note that when great differences occurred, those
differences occur mostly in the IM types in which the decision-making task produced more
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frequent occurrences (i.e. inclarification request, overt indication ofagreement, confirmation
check, andovert indication of non-agreement). This conclusion does not include theuseof
Indonesian because it occurred as an idiosyncrasy in Dyad 05-25.
IM Production by Taskfor Each Dyad
In order to further explore the effect of the tasks on the frequency of IMs, a
breakdown according to dyadwas done. Thiswas done to determine the variation in IM
usage in the dyads. Table4.10 shows the IMproduction in eachdyadfor both of the tasks.
The results of the dyad analysis showthat there are differences in the frequency of
IMs produced in each dyad for each task. In general, the findings presented in the table
reveals that the decision task generated more IM production in eleven out of the fourteen
dyads (Dyads 3-23, 6-26, 7-27, 8-28, 9-29,14-34,15-35,16-36,17-37 and 19-39). In seven
of these eleven dyads, the differences between the two tasks were above 20. The most
striking difference was found in Dyad 5-25. A closer inspection of Dyad 5-25 reveals that
this difference occurred due to the high frequency of one type of IM, i.e. the use of
Indonesian to express words/ideas, in doing the jigsaw task. As mentioned earlier the
interlocutors experienced a network problem in which Subject 25 frequently got
disconnected from internet connection and Subject 05 panicked because they only had 38
minutes left to do the jigsaw task. This led to Subject 05's decision to use Indonesian to
accomplish the task in almost all of his descriptions of the pictures. Subject 25 eventually
followed suit and started expressing her ideas using Indonesian. This dyad is clearly an
idiosyncrasy.
Table 4.10. Total IM Production per Dyad
Dyad Jigsaw Decision Making Difference
2-22 23 30 7 (DM)
3-23 27 57 30 (DM)
4-24 58 52 -6 (J)
5-25 118 32 -86 (J)
6-26 3 11 8 (DM)
7-27 39 65 26 (DM)
8-28 36 47 11 (DM)
9-29 19 66 47 (DM)
12-32 43 37 -6 (J)
14-34 30 50 20 (DM)
15-35 21 47 26 (DM)
16-36 61 94 33 (DM)
17-37 38 45 7 (DM)
19-39 27 77 50 (DM)
Average per Dyad 32.69231 52.15385 (DM)
Taking into an account the experiences of the subjects as reflected in their answers on
the post-questionnaire, 23 out of 28 subjects considered the jigsaw task to be more difficult
than the decision-making task. From this answer, it can be assumed that if the jigsaw task
was truly difficult, greater IM production should be expected in the jigsaw task than in the
decision-making task. However, the comparison of IM production frequency in the two tasks
does not support this assumption. Although the subjects felt that the jigsaw task was more
difficult than the decision-making task, this perception of difficulty level was not reflected in
the production of IMs.
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Looking in more detail at the subjects' opinion about the difficulty of the jigsaw task,
the following lists some reasons of why this task is considered more difficult, based on the
most expressed reasons in the post-questionnaire answers:
1. the requirements of the task
2. quality of the pictures
3. time limitation in doing the task
4. the medium that the task had to be done in (e.g., written vs. spoken)
5. frequent occurrences of misunderstanding between partners
6. English proficiency level
7. personal preference on the type of tasks
Among the reasons why the jigsaw task was considered more difficult, "the
requirements of the task" were listed as the most problematic. This entails the problem of not
being able to see each other's pictures, as well as the requirement to match each other's
pictures and arrange the pictures in order to come up with a complete story. Subject 34
expressed why the jigsaw task was more difficult for her:
"Thejigsaw task was more difficultbecauseI have to matchmy pictureswith
my partner's pictures. It was very difficult because I could not se my partner's
pictures. So, I have to describe it very clearly, otherwisemy partner wouldn't
understand." (Subject 34)
Methodology factors also seem to havecontributed to the level of difficulty of the
jigsaw task. Some of the subjects felt that thepictures were notclearenough for them to
understand them andso it was difficult to describe them to their partner. Since they were not
sure what theycontained, the time provided was also a problem. Foursubjects felt that the
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time provided was notsufficient. However, this problem seemed toberelated to the
requirements of the task, as expressed by Subjects 23 and28below:
"... limited time to arrange all those pcs [pictures]" (Subject 23)
"because we have to think and imagine the others part of picture, rearrange it
and combine it a story, moreover we had similar time with the decision-
making..." (Subject 28)
The four subjects seemed to agree that since thejigsawtaskrequired more effortfrom them
to understand, describe, and arrange the pictures to make a complete story,more time should
have been provided for doing the task.
To explore-further the difference in IM production between the tasks, a paired t-test
was done. Prior to doing the paired t-test, an analysismust be done to see if the distribution
of the data is normal. To create the figures that show normal distribution of the data in total
IM production, total IM production in each dyad was grouped into four ranges of frequency
/
based on the lowest total IM production (jigsaw = 3, decision-making =11) and the highest
(jigsaw = 61, decision-making = 94). Figure 4.4 shows the plot distribution of the total IM
production. Since the figure suggests that the distribution of the data in each task is normally
distributed, with the tendency to be left skewed, a paired t-test was conducted. Table 4.11
presents the results of the paired t-test. Since the use of Indonesian in Dyad 5-25 was
considered an anomaly, this dyad was not included in the test because the subjects did not
fully follow the instruction of doing the task in English.
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Figure 4.4. Total IM Production Distribution
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Table 4.11. Paired T-test on Total IM Production per Dyad
Statistic Jigsaw Decision Making
Mean (Average) 32.69231 52.15385
Variance 249.8974 439.3077
N 13 13
Pearson Correlation 0.551965
Hypothesized Mean Difference 0
Df 12
tStat -3.90171
P(T<=t) two-tail 0.002104
t Critical two-tail 2.178813
As can be seen from the table, the comparison of IM averages for the jigsaw and
decision-making tasks yielded a significant difference (t=3.35G03), df = 12, p < .05). Similar
to a previous study by Sauro (2001), the results of this study shows that in terms of the
amount of IM production, there is a difference between the two tasks. Looking at the mean
difference between the two tasks, the average number of IMs found in the decision-making
task (52.15385) is higher than that in the jigsaw task (32.69231). This shows that in this
sample of subjects, the decision-making generated more IMs than the jigsaw task did.
Results of IM production by task for overall dyads and per dyad suggest that in
general the decision-making task generated more IMs than the jigsaw task. In addition to the
effects of the different nature of the tasks on IM production, the method of identifying the
IMs in the transcript may also have contributed to the difference in the IM production in the
tasks. An individual IM was usually classified as a turn. Jigsaw task usually has longer
utterance for a turn, whereas decision-making task usually has shorter utterance for a turn. It
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ispossible that the higher frequency ofIM production in the decision-making task was due to
the fact that overall there were more turns in the task. Since turns were more frequent, so
were the IMs.
Motives and Factors Involved in IM Production
The thirdresearch question explores themotives andfactors involved in producing
IM: What are the motives behind the interactional modifications used and what are the
factors involved the use of different interactional modifications?
In order to answer this question, the subjects' answers on the post-taskquestionnaires
were analyzed. There are three questions in the questionnaire which specifically addressed
the issue of motives and factors in IM production.This section is therefore organized based
on those three questions. The first question asked what the subjects did when they did not
understand the message of their partner: if you didn't understand what your partner said,
what did you do? Why? Referring to the model of negotiation of meaning as Gass and
Varonis (1985), the subject was asked what kind of indicator they provided to their partner
when their partner's message triggered a non-understanding in their side. The response to this
question reveals that most of the subjects considered the production of IMs to be necessary to
get more understanding about their partner's message or to confirm their understanding of
their partner's message. As Subjects 17, 32 and 29 suggested below, such request for
elaboration or repetition can help them understand better, avoid confusion, and confirm their
understanding of the partner's message.
"Ask her to repeat it. Sometimes I know what she try to explain but
sometimes it's confusing." (Subject 17)
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"I asked: what do you mean? Then she I would repeated her explanation"
(Subject 32)
"I asked her what she really meant so that I understood her. I did it because I
wanted to make sure what was the real message she wanted to tell me.
(Subject 29)
Some subjects also emphasized the importance of understanding their partner's
information correctly in order to proceed to the next question and to accomplish the goal of
the tasks, as illustrated in the answers of Subjects 06,12,14 below:
"Because we can go on to the next question" (Subject 06)
"In order to do the task correctlyI reallyneed to get her idea" (Subject 12)
"Because I can't start to write "or say anything if she hasn't explain to me
clearly about the previous information" (Subject 14)
One subject interestingly pointed out that themedium in which shewas doing thetask
(synchronous CMC) made herhave nooption butto askherpartner to explain more by
typing her request:
"Write a question markand askhim to explain more, or maybe mock him!
Coz... whatelse can I do., we're speaking via chatting" (Subject 27)
It is interesting to note that the medium inwhich the subjects are engaged (i.e., the
written medium ofinternet chatting) affected the decision to produce IMs. When the subjects
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are deprived of using non-verbal communication, as available in face-to-face communication,
theyare limitedin how to convey misunderstanding and thus canonlydo so explicitly -
through IMs - as opposed to implicitly through non-verbal communication.
The secondquestion on the questionnaire that investigates the reason for producing
IMs and was included to find out what the subject did when their partner did iiot understand
their message and why such action was taken: If your partner didn't understand what you
said, what did you do? Why? Again, the answers to this question were similar to the
previous question. They stated that elaboration and repetition of the message are necessary so
that the partner understood their message and, in this way, they can be successful in
accomplishing the goal of the task. Subjects 22 and 24, for instance, used elaboration and
rephrasing to make their partners understand their message more clearly:
"Try to explain again, to make her more clearly and understand" (Subject 22)
"Rephrase so that she can understand" (Subject 24)
However, there was also a chance that when they encountered communication
problems, they would decide not to produce an IM to indicate the problem. The third
question of the questionnaire asked subjects to explain their reasons for not using IMs. One
of the explanations for such a decision is because the time given for them to do the task was
limited. Five subjects gave this reason. A sample answer to this question is that by Subject 35:
'The time was so limited. We had to save our time to do the conversation. I would try
to understand what my partner was trying to say." (Subject 35)
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This time factor can also be related to the possibility that finding a solution to a
communication breakdown was not very crucial in accomplishing the task or not related to
the task. In such instance, the subjects deliberately did not request more elaboration about the
problematic message. The answers of the following subjects illustrate this situation:
"I can ask them the meaning of such word. But not in everytime" (Subject 17)
"because I think that certain words that she mentions are not so important"
(Subject 24)
"because she was just telling a Joke and I did not understand it. I did not ask
her to explain it because it was not related to the task" (Subject 12)
Some of the subjects also viewed using IMs a disruption to the flow of their work in
accomplishing the goal of the tasks, as expressed by the following subjects:
"because I have to understand what I do and finish my task" (Subject 23)
"because I do not want to find anymisunderstandingdisturbs my work"
(Subject 36)
"It is when I have to divide my timebetween chatting with her andwriting the
answer on the Microsoft word." (Subject 14)
Two other reasons for not producing an IM when the subject did not understand the
partner'smessage were (1) the complicated nature of the taskand (2) speedof a partner's
comments, such as expressed by these subjects:
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"Because the pictures [jigsaw task] are very complicated toexplain" (Subject
05)
"My partner wrote too fast and I didn't have the chance to reply. He/she used
the very short form ofsentences, not the complete ones." (Subject 04)
Insum, theimportance ofcomprehending apartner's comment in order toachieve the
goal of the taskseems to be an instrumental factor in thedecision ofwhether or not to
produce anIM. Other factors, such as the time dedicated to doing thetask, and themedium
also played a role in a subject's to produce an IM.
In thenextchapter, theresults of thestudy presented in thischapter will be
summarized. Thenextchapter will also discuss theeffect of technology on strategies used in
accomplishing thetasks andthe limitations and problems of this study, aswell as suggestions
on how to improve its methodology and on how to implement this study in a classroom
setting in Indonesia.
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CHAPTER 5. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Thischapter presents a summary of thefindings in this study. It also discusses the
effects oftechnology in thestrategies used to accomplish the tasks and the limitations and the
problems ofconducting this study as well as how such a study can beimproved. The final
sectionwill discuss the use of the jigsaw and decision-making task to a classroomsettingin
Indonesia.
Summary of Findings
Following the organization of the presentation of informationin Chapter4, the
summaryof the findings of this studywill be organized in this manner: (1) overview of the
amount of language produced in each task, (2) frequency and type of IM types that occurred
frequently in the tasks; (3) the production of IM per task in each dyad; and (4) the motives
and factors involved in the IM production.
First, in order to answer the question about IM type frequency in Research Questions
Two and Three, it is necessary to provide an overviewof the amount of language produced in
each task. The results of the total word production analysis in each task showed that the
jigsaw task produced more words than the decision-making task. The analysis of average
word production per turn in each task had this same result. A paired t-test analysis confirmed
that difference was statistically significant for total word production in each task. One
explanation for this difference was difference in the giving and sharing information in each
task. Subjects may have produced more words in the jigsaw task because it involved
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providing elaborate descriptions ofpictures. It is thus reasonable to expect more word
production in the jigsaw task.
Onthecontrary, theresults of total turns for each taskshows that thedecision-making
task produced more turns than thejigsaw task. Apaired t-test analysis, however, did not
confirm that difference was statistically significant for total turn production in eachtask. One
explanation for this finding was the nature ofinteraction inthe decision-making task, which
emphasizes argumentation and thegiving of rationales in selecting certain items. Thus it is
possible that the flow of turn-taking wasmore frequent.
To summarize, the results of the data analysis on total word and turn production yield
an interesting finding. In terms of word production, theresults of the data analysis reveal that
the jigsaw task providesmore opportunity for the subjects to generatemoreword production.
On the contrary, in terms of total tum production, the decision-making task generatesmore
total tum production than the jigsaw task. In terms of total tum production, the resultsof this
study are similar to Sauro's study (2001), in which there is no significant difference in the
average total tum production in the two tasks. It is possible that the differences in the tasks
themselves account for the differences in the results of the study. It is also interesting to note
that different unit of analysis affects the outcomes of the study in regard to the difference
between the two tasks.
The study's first research question investigated the frequency and the type of IMs that
occurred in both tasks combined. Confirmation checks occurred the most frequently,
followed by overt indications of agreement and clarification requests. Although, the use of
Indonesian to replace ideas or words in English occurred quite frequently, this IM type was
not considered as notable since it occurred as a result of idiosyncrasy of one dyad.
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The second research question broke down the production of IMs according to both
task and dyad .This analysis was done to determine whether or not there was a difference
between the two tasks in producing IMs and the consistency in usage across the dyads.
Firstly, the results suggest that the decision-making test generates more occurrences
of each IM. For five IM types, there were large differences in frequency between the two
tasks. These five IMs with notable differences include clarification requests, overt indications
of agreement, the use of Indonesian, confirmation checks, overt indications of understanding,
and overt indications of non-agreement. Looking at the discourse in which these IMs
occurred, we can see that there are three factors that can account for the differences: (1) the
nature and the requirements of the tasks (whether the task requires a description or
argumentation), (2) the importance of the information being supplied, and (3) idiosyncrasy.
Although the results suggest that the differences in frequency were not large for certain types
of IMs, it is interesting to note that when great differences occurred, the decision-making task
usually had the higher frequency of IM occurrences (i.e. in clarification requests, overt
indications of agreement, confirmation checks and overt indications of non-agreement). The
only case where the jigsaw task generated more IMs (i.e. in the use of Indonesian) occurred
only as an idiosyncrasy: it took place in one dyad only and under a circumstance in which the
dyad encountered a situation which led them to not completely follow the instruction to use
English in the conversation.
Secondly, with regard to IM production in each dyad, both the results of the
descriptive statistical analysis and the inferential statistical test suggestedthat the there is a
statisticallysignificantdifference between the two tasks in generating IMs in each dyads.
Specifically, similar to a previous study bySauro (2001), theresults indicate that thedyads
produced more IMs in the decision-making task.
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The third research question aimed to explore the motives and factors in producing
IMs. This analysis reveals that theneed for understanding was aninstrumental factor in the
subjects' decision toproduce an IM. This result was not surprising because understanding
was important tothe success in achieving the goal ofthe tasks. Other factors involved inthe
production of IMswere the time dedicated to doing thetasks andthemedium.
The Effect of Technology on the Subjects' Strategies
Analysis on thesubjects' perception regarding thefactors involved in the IM
production reveals that themedium inwhich the subjects did the tasks has aneffect on their
strategies in understanding theirpartners andinmaking theirpartners understand their
message. As theydid not have the choice of using non-verbal communication, theyhad to
signal misunderstanding or to checktheirpartners' understanding by producing written IMs.
Anothereffect of technology in this study is in the subjects' strategyin accomplishing
the tasks. For example, in the jigsaw task, insteadof presenting the pictures that each of the
subjects had one by one and made sure that each picture was understood by the partner, the
transcript reveals that in the beginning of the task both subjects in a dyad typed the
description of each picture simultaneously and in concurrent to each other's description. In
the decision-making task, both subjects in the dyad typed their selection of certain items in
each group of items almost at the same time. In face-to-face communication, such strategy
will not be possible to be used because it means that they are talking at the same time and not
listening to each other. In internet interaction, as the subjects can always look back to what
their partner typed, this strategy is feasible.
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Interaction in CMC environment also provides an opportunity for the subjects to pay
attention to theforms of theirlanguage production. This result is consistent with theresults
ofSmith's (2004) study, inwhich thesaliency of linguistic features offered by theCMC
medium helps students to focus on the form oftheir vocabulary production. Forinstance,
they had time tomake sure that they did not misspell any words to avoid confusion and that
they used appropriate tense forms for each verb. Analysis of the transcript shows that most of
the occurrences of repetition and self-correction (27 and 54 respectively) in this study are for
correcting previous misspelling ofwords. In theface-to-face communication, corrections on
the spelling of previously said words may not be possible.
Another interesting revelation from theinteraction in theCMC environment is that
the subjects usedthe feature of the internet chatting software to projecttheirunique identity.
The first thing that each subject did upon login was to change the font type andcolorof their
messagein the internet chatting. In addition to the practical purposeof this action, i.e. to
distinguish theirmessage from theirpartner's in the chatting window, this action illustrates
their wish to introduce andmaintain their uniqueindividual identity. As each subjectwas
given a login namewhichwas very uniformed (i.e. subjectOl, subject02), the action of
changing the appearance of the font reflects their wish to be treated as unique individuals,
even before they had the chance to introduce their names to the partners.
The cultural aspects of how to present disagreements is also an interesting finding
that may become a topic of future research. As the transcript analysis reveals, the subjects
expressed disagreements indirectly using IMs in computer-mediated communication, instead
of explicitly opposing their partners. It would be interesting to compare how they would
express disagreements when the tasks are presented in face-to-face medium. It is possible
that the subjects would still express their disagreements indirectly in face-to-face
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communication, using non-verbal language such as facial expressions or body gesture, as
suggested by the Condon and Cech (1996) study that found such non-verbal communication
common in face-to-face communication.
Limitations and Problems
This section reviews the limitations of this studyand problemsencountered in its
execution. Suchlimitations andproblems mayhave affected the results eitherdirectly or
indirectly. Most of theproblems in this study were related to itsmethodology and to the fact
that the data collectionwas conductedremotely, whichgreatly limited the researcher's
control over the study.
The first problem encountered was in the availability of subjects. As the study was
conducted with subjects in Indonesia, the process of recruiting the subjectsrelied heavilyon
the ability of the assistant researcher to attract potential subjects. This studywasoriginally
designedto include 30 subjects,with an equalnumberof females and males. It turned out
that it was-difficult to control the number and gender of the subjects. There were two factors
which contributed to this problem. The first one was the time frame of the data collection.
Recruitment was done when the semester was about to end in Indonesia and thus it was
difficult to attract students to join the study becausemost of them were busy with end-of-
semester exams or assignments.When the dates for the data collection were offered, which
were at the very last week of the semester,most of the subjects could not attend because they
planned to be on vacation. It was fortunate that the assistant researcher had a good network
of students who were willing to' do the data collection.
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The timing also prevented thepossibility of integrating this study into courses.
Because thesemester was coming to theendduring thedatacollection process, theassistant
researcher couldnot incorporate the study in the courses that she taught. It would have been
more interesting to integrate this study in a course to find out theeffect of chatting in an
actual classroom setting. The subjects may have beenmore homogeneous andmay have
taken the tasks more seriously if the studyhad been conducted as a part of regular classroom
interaction.
The location of the data collection in the computer lab was anotherfactor. Originally,
the data collection was to be done at internet cafes. Since it would be more expensive and
technically more complicated to collect thedatain internet cafes, it wasdecided that thedata
would be collected in the computer lab. Although using computer lab required special
permission from the university and the researcher needed to pay for the usage, it was
relatively easier to obtain the permission and to gather the data all at once.
As mentioned earlier, collecting the data in Indonesia consequently resulted in the
researcher having to rely on the assistant researcher to execute the internet sessions. It was
crucial that the assistant researcher and the computer technician understand the study
completely. Therefore, a set of instructions was generated to give the assistant and technician
a detailed step-by-step procedure for collecting the data. Nevertheless, misunderstanding still
occurred in the first session of the data collection. For instance, it was not made clear what
files were considered to be vital for analysis and the time frame that subjects had to read the
instructions in each task and to do the tasks.
The technical difficulties that occurred in this first session were mostly related to the
subjects' unfamiliarity with the system of file saving in the computer lab and to the IM
software. Also, some of the subjects did not come on time and others had to wait until the
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number of subjects was sufficient todo the tasks. The second session was relatively free of
problems because theassistant and technician were more familiar with theset-up and
procedure of the data collection.
In sum, it is necessary to have access to the subjects and the technical and support, as
well as to have detailed instructions for each key personnel in a study. Successin having
enough datafor analysis was definitely due to the effort of the key personnel in Indonesia.
Improvements in the Methodology
One of the improvements suggested by the subjects was that the clarity of the pictures
for the jigsaw task should be better. The original pictures were not very big and so their
clarity could be enhanced by enlarging them. In addition to size, quality may also have been
a factor. In view that the pictures were scanned and sent via email to the assistant, it may be
that the process of re-printing the pictures had reduced the quality of the pictures.
Another improvement involves integrating the data collection process with a course.
Doing so may change the perspective of the subjects involved in the study: they might take
the tasks more seriously and provide an opportunity to test the tasks in a natural setting. In
order to integrate the tasks in a course, the time frame of doing the tasks needs to be adjusted
to fit with the session schedule.
The development of tasks which are more authentic for the subjects needs to be
considered as well to improve the study. During the data collection process, it was observed
that in the decision-making task, some of the items were culturally not familiar to the
subjects, for instance, most of the subjects were not familiar with yeast and water purification
tablets.
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It is also important toconduct an initial survey on the subjects' familiarity with the
IM software and to determine a time when they feel most comfortable doing the internet
chatting. Information from such a survey would be invaluable in setting up thestudy.
Task Usage in the Indonesian Classroom
The intentionof this study is to providea methodology for using the tasks in
Indonesia. To do this, it is necessary to keep in mind the following issues for their
implementation: the appropriateness of thetasks, technical support, andthe financial support
to do the tasks.
In terms of taskappropriateness, the results of this studysuggest that the teachers
whowant to do either the jigsawor decision-making taskneedto consider the purpose of
engaging their students in the tasks. When the teacher is more interested in the amount of
words produced by his/herstudents, thejigsawtaskis probably best-suited for this purpose.
When s/he wants the students to practice the use of certain IM types or to encourage more
turn-taking, the decision-making taskmay bemore useful. Selectionof the tasks should also
consider the nature of the tasks (whether it promotes practice in describing some objects or
building argumentative skill) to ensure the appropriateness of the tasks with the purpose of
the course. The results of this study also suggest that engagement in the tasks through CMC
may provide opportunities for students to practice English. As English is treated as a foreign
language in Indonesia, the opportunity to use English in natural context is very limited.
Internet chatting may be one of the alternatives to give students the arena for practicing their
English.
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The limited use ofEnglish in daily conversation is also interesting to discuss.
Looking back on my experiences as astudent and ateacher ofEnglish in Indonesia, I
observed that the society has amixed feeling about using English indaily conversation. On
one hand, the ability to converse inEnglish is highly appreciated in the society, because the
ability brings a great advantage for the conversant to get a relatively better paying job. Most
vacancies require applicants to have English language proficiency, regardless ofthe type of
jobs and responsibilities that are entailed to those jobs. However, conversing inEnglish in
daily life among non-native speakers ofEnglish isviewed as an action ofshowing-off. Itmay
provoke negative comments from the hearers. One ofthe common questions that I received
when I used English with my colleagues and students in the department was that I did not
need to talk inEnglish to other people who share the same native language with me? Other
common "accusations" that I received is that by usingEnglish in daily life with those who
share thesame native language, I losemyidentity as anIndonesian andI was attempting to
put myself socially above other people who do not know English at all or very well.
Although myintention in doing sowas tomaintain my English skills and to provide
opportunities formystudents to useEnglish outside of theclassroom environment (i.e. in a
more natural environment) such motivation may not be a consideration in my society. As a
result, the use of Enghsh in a natural environment in Indonesiais evenmore hmited.
Conversation through internet chatting mayoffera less threatening environment for students
to practice theirEnglish because it is relatively free from otherpeople's scrutiny. It also
opens thewindow to theworldandexposes students to variety of English usedby native
speakers of English or non-native speakers from other countries.
Technical implementation of the tasks in classroom setting remains veryproblematic.
The availability of a stable internetconnection is a pre-requisite for conductingthe tasks,but
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such a connection may not be readily available in many of the classrooms in Indonesia.
Although many colleges in Indonesia may have computer labs, such labs are usually not
internet-enabled because the technology is still considered expensive. The cost of the
technology may not be the only reason why the adoption of internet technology in education
institutions is not as rapid as in the other sectors in Indonesia. With the freedom of
information access that the internet technology is capable to offer, there is also a fear that the
students may access information that is not appropriate for them to consume. This may lead
to the tendency of the administrators in education institutions to approach the use of this
technology with caution and critical perspective. The technology promises positive effects
for pedagogical purposes, but becausesuch effectshavenot been empirically proven to
deliver the effects, the administrators may be reluctant to adopt the technology for their
institutions.
Studies similar to this one are anopportunity to provide evidence on the positive
effectof the internet technology to the teachers and the administrators. This typeof study
illustrates to teachers how the tasks can be utilized in their class and can benefit their students.
Provided that the teachers have appropriately selected thetasks for certain purposes and
providedenough activities to keep the students focused on the tasks at hands (i.e., not to
wander around the worldwide web to access irrelevantinformation), interaction in CMC
environment using internet chatting software may encourage students to produce and practice
the target language, topay attention to forms in their language production, and toacquire
specific skills of communication. Thepositive results of thestudy mayconvince the
administrators to startconsidering theadoption of internet technology to theirinstitutions.
Among the positive results that the administrators need toknow and consider inthe adoption
ofinternet technology is the capability ofthe internet chatting tomake the students engage in
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meaningful tasks, to provide more alternativemeans for students use English in a less
threatening environment. With the difficultyof attractingnative speakers of English to teach
in Indonesia, internet comniunication may also become a solution for the administrators in
providing exposure to native speaker use of English.
In sum, to put the internet technology in practice, cooperation between teachers and
administrators is a requirement. The teachers play a role in selecting tasks and activities in
internet environment that encourage students to gain the fullest benefits of a CMC
environment. The administrators play a role in providing technology to support teachers'
efforts to help students acquire the target language.
Future Research
So far, the findings of this study have examined the differences between the jigsaw
and decision-making tasks in the generation of IM types in NNS-NNS dyads in a controlled
environment of computer labs. It will be very valuable to examine differences between the
tasks in the natural environment of internet cafes using the IM software that most of the
subjects in this studyare accustomed to. It will alsobe useful to havea control group in
which the subjects are engaged in non-CMC interaction. The results of that group can be
comparedWith the results of a study similarto this one to actuallyexplorewhether
differences in thecommunication medium affect thenegotiation ofmeaning.
Another direction of research thatis worth pursuing is theeffect of technology on
communication, especially whether thedifference inmedium affects the learners' strategies
in communication. On this topic, a question thatmaybe pondered is whether the learners will
usedifferent strategies of communication depending on themedium of communication. It
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would also be interesting to see if there would be less IM production in CMC because the
learners can always go backand seewhat theyhave typed.
Also worth exploring are the cultural aspects ofusing English inCMC environments,
such as the perception ofnon-native English speakers using English inCMC environments.
One possible research question for this topic is whether the learners have adifferent level of
comfort when they are.engaged inCMC environment ascompared to non-CMC environment
(i.e. whether two Indonesian students would feel more comfortable inusing English in CMC
environment because it is considered a private domain, where thesociety has no access).
Anotherdirectionof research that dealswith a cultural aspect is to compare two cultures in
their ways of expressing disagreements, especially with regard to the degree of directness,
andwhether theIMproduction in a CMC environment reflects thisdifference.
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APPENDIX A. INSTRUCTIONS FOR THE JIGSAW TASK
icturepjigsa^Task
Thank you for your willingness to take part in this project.
The aim of this task is to find out how you interact with your partner in the
Internet chatting. This is simply a chance for you to discuss a topic in English with
another student. Therefore, this is NOT a test and you can say whatever you like without
worrying about being 'graded'.
To ensure the success of this project, it is very important that you follow the
directions carefully and faithfully.
Good luck and have fun! Thank you verymuch for your help!
DteSBSSSEB
Each of youwill be given 5 pictures that youneed to describeto your partner in
the Internet chatting in order to create a complete story.
This is how the cooperation works:
1.Afterreceiving the pictures, please study the pictures carefully andbe readyto share
your understanding of your pictures to yourpartner. You have 15minutes to review
your pictures.
2. Share your pictures with your partner bydiscussion in theInternet chatting session.
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Please DO NOT send your pictures to your partner in any ways (file transfer, email,
face-to-face communication, etc.). Doingsomayjeopardize thewhole project.
3. Youhave60minutes to discuss andcreate the complete story. Even if youhaven't
finished at theendof60minutes, please stop. Donotclose your chatting window.
4.Please type thecomplete story inMicrosoft Word and save it as "Jigsaw- '
(YourSubjectCodeNo)-(YourPartnerSubjectCodeNo)". See your login name for your
subject code number.
5. PleaseuseEnglishonly. Onlywhen situation getsdifficult for you to convey your
message to yourpartner, youmayuse Indonesian language.
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APPENDIX B. PICTURES FOR THE JIGSAW TASK
J
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APPENDIX C. THE DECISIONMAKING TASK
Decision-MaKingtEas
Thank you for your willingness to take part in this project.
The aimof this task is to fmd out how you interact with yourpartnerin the
Internet chatting. This is simply achance for you to discuss a topic inEnglish with
anotherstudent. Therefore, this is NOT a test and youcan say whatever you like
without worrying about being 'graded'.
To ensure thesuccess of thisproject, it is very important thatyoufollow the
directions carefully and faithfully.
Good luck and have fun! Thank youvery much for your help!
This is how the cooperation works:
1.Afterreading the situation, please study it carefully andbe readyto shareyour
opinion to yourpartner. Youhave 15minutes to review the situation.
2. Share your opinion with your partner by discussion in theInternet chatting session.
3. You have 60 minutes to discuss and come up with a decision. Even if you haven't
finished at the end of 60 minutes, pleasestop.Do not close your chattingwindow.
4. Please type your group decision inMicrosoft Word and save it as 'T)ecision-
(YourSubjectCodeNo)-(YourPartnerSubjectCodeNo)". See your login name for
your subject code number.
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5.Please useEnglish only. Only when situation gets difficult for you to convey your
message to your partner, youmayuseIndonesian language.
SitMtion
You are ona sinking ship. There are rubber boats available for your rescue. The
boats could holdonly aUmited amount of supphes and people, though. You cansee a
small desertisland in the distance. If yourboatmakes it theresafely, youwill need
things to help you survive until you are rescued.
Lookat the list of items you have been given. You cantake only THREE items
from eachgroup. Together you must decide (and agree completely) onwhich things to
take and which things to leave behind.
GROUP 1 GROUP2 GROUP3
Large flares Pillows Fresh water
Matches Sleeping bags 7-up
Flashlights Tent coffee
Oil lamps Blankets canned juices
Oil Sheets beer
Batteries Coats and jackets tea
Can opener Extra clothes whiskey
Utensils
GROUP4 GROUPS GROUP6
Salt Bows and arrows Frozen meat
Flour Set of knives Dried fruits
Sugar Gun Fresh fruits
Yeast Bullets Dried vegetables
Dry milk Fishing pole Fresh vegetables
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Water-purification tablets Small chairs Canned beans
Dishes Dry soup
First-aid kit
Ropes
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APPENDIX D. PRE-TASK QUESTIONNAIRE
Thank you for yourwillingness to participate in this study.
Before beginning thestudy, I would like to collect some information from you to
organize myresearch and analysis of theresults. Please answer the following questions
honestlyand'completely. Your information will be kept confidential.
Please type your answer in the space provided below tlie questions. You can use
INDONESIAN language if you thiiik it is easier for you to express your ideas.
1. SubjectCode (see your login name in the InternetChatting):
2. Native language:
3. Gender:
4. Age:
5. Student Status (what semester you are now):
English Language Background
6. How many years have you studied English?
years months
7. How many of your close friends do you speak English with daily?
8. How many of these close friends are native English speakers?
9. What are your strong points in speaking English? (put an "X" in the answer column; you
can choose more than one answer)
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Your
answer
Your
answer
a. Vocabulary d. Fluency
b. Grammar e. Listening
c. Pronunciation f. Speaking and
listening at natural
speeds
10.What are yourweakpoints in speaking English? (putan "X" in the answer column; you
can choose more than one answer)
Your
answer
Your
answer
a. Vocabulary d. Fluency
b. Grammar e. Listening
c. Pronunciation f. Speaking and
listening at natural
speeds
Technical Background
11. Do you own a computer?
12. How many years have you been using computer?
13. How many hours a day do you spend at a computer?
14. Have you ever used synchronous text-chat program like MSN messenger, Yahoo
Messenger, ICQ, mIRC, etc.? Which ones?
15. How often do you use these?
16. In what language?
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17. With whom do you chat?
18. Please rate your typing ability on the following scale; (put an "X" in the answer column.
Your
Answer
Your
Answer
a. Poor (2 finger
typing)
d. Good
b. Fair e. Excellent (at least
60 wpm)
c. Average (25-30
wpm)
Communication Ability and Interaction
19. Please rate how well you communicate inEnglish face-to-face onthefollowing scale (put
an "X" in the answer column; choose ONE answer only):
Your
Answer
Your
Answer
a. Poor d. Good
b. Fair e. Excellent
c. Average
20. Please rate how comfortableyou feel communicating with nativeEnglish speakers (put
an "X" in the answer column; choose ONE answer only):
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Your
answer
Your
answer
a. Very
uncomfortable
d. Comfortable
b. Uncomfortable e. Extremely
comfortable
c. Okay
21.Do you enjoy decisionmaking?
22. Do you work better alone, inpairs, orina small group?
Thank you for your cooperation!
After you finish:
1. Go to "File"
2. Select "Save As"
3. Name the file as "Pre-Subject[Your-Subject-Code]"
4. Click "Save"
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APPENDIX E. POST-TASKQUESTIONNAIRE
After you have done the two tasks, Iwould like know more about your opinions and
experiences in working with your partner to do the tasks. Please answer the following
questions honestly and completely. Your information will be kept confidential.
Please answer the questions inthe following ways, depending on the type of each
question:
1. You can type your answer on the space provided under the question. You can use
INDONESIAN language if you think it is easier for you to express your ideas.
2. You can mark your selection with an "X". Some questions ask you to choose ONE only or
more than one choice.
3. You can rate your answer from 1to 5.1 =very uncomfortable/very difficult, 5=very
comfortable/ very easy.
You may begin!
1, Subject Code (see your login name in the Internet Chatting):
Setting ofthe Internet Chatting
2. When do you usually do the Internet Chatting? (put an "X" inthe answer column; you
can choose more than one answer)
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Your
Answer
Your
Answe
r
a. Morning (8 AM -
noon)
c. Evening (6 PM -
Midnight)
b. Afternoon (Noon -
6 PM)
d. Early morning
(Midnight - 8 AM)
3. Please rate from 1 (very uncomfortable) to 5 (extremely comfortable) of how comfortable
you feel doing the Internet chatting at this (these) period(s) of time!
Your
Answer
Your
Answer
a. Morning (8 AM -
noon)
c. Evening (6 PM -
Midnight)
b. Afternoon (Noon -
6 PM)
d. Early morning
(Midnight - 8 AM)
4. Wheredo you usually do the Internet Chatting? (putan "X" in the answercolumn; you
can choose more than one answer)
Your
Answer
Your
Answer
a. Home c. Internet Caf^
b. School d. Others, please specify
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5. Please rate from 1 (very uncomfortable) to 5 (extremely comfortable) of how comfortable
you feel doing the Internet chatting at this place:
Your
Answer
Your
Answer
a. Home c. Internet Cafe
b. School d. Others
The tasks
6. You were given two tasks to complete with your partner, namely the jigsaw task and
decision making task. Which of the taskdid you enjoy more? Why? ^
7. Which task did you do first?
8. Which task was more difficult? Why?
9. Did the order in which you did the tasks matter?
10. How could either task be improved?
11. Did you have any technical problems that made it difficult to do the tasks?
12.Whichtask gaveyou and yourpartnerthemost opportunities for speaking?
13.Do you feel comfortable in doing the tasks via Internet chatting?
Understanding of the message
14. Please rate from 1 (very difficult) to5 (very easy) ofhow you understand your partner?
Why?
15. Howwell did yourpartnerexplain things?
16. If you didn't understand what your partner said, what did you do? Why?
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17. If your partner didn't understandwhat you said,what did you do?Why?
18. Was there any chance when you felt that you did not understand what your partner was
trying to tell you and you did not ask for clarification or explanation? Why?
19.Did it becomeeasier for you to understand yourpartnerduring the course of the study?
20. How did not being able to see and interact face-to-facewith your partner affect your
ability to communicate or complete the task?
21. Did you try to take risks with your English and try new words or phrases? Why?
Thank you for your cooperation!
After you finish:
1. Go to "File"
2. Select "Save As"
3. Name the Hie as "Post-Subject[Your-Subject-Nuniber]"
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